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NOMINATION ON HON. MIKE POMPEO
TO BE SECRETARY OF STATE

THURSDAY, APRIL 12, 2018

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:18 a.m., in Room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Corker, chair-
man of the committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Corker [presiding], Risch, Rubio, Johnson,
Flake, Gardner, Young, Barrasso, Isakson, Portman, Paul, Menen-
dez, Cardin, Shaheen, Coons, Udall, Murphy, Kaine, Markey,
Merkley, and Booker.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB CORKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE

The CHAIRMAN. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee will
come to order. I want to thank everybody for their interest and our
committee members for being here.

If I could just do two housekeeping measures while Senator Burr,
Senator Roberts, and Senator Dole are making their way in, hope-
fully very quickly, I would like to say two things.

I know we have a number of people that we love here who some-
times like to protest.

Good to see you. Thank you for waving. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. I, in the past, have been able to cause people
who are arrested to be un-arrested, but that has ended. So please
don’t do anything that causes us to have to call you out of order,
because the process, once it starts, cannot be stopped anymore.

So we thank you for being here. We thank you for being consid-
erate and respectful of people who are here today besides yourself.

Secondly, we had planned to have a markup on the AUMF on
Thursday. The minority has asked that we delay that markup for
a few days as they consider it a little bit more fully. So it will be
likely that we will do the AUMF markup instead of next Thursday
sometime early in the next week. And we will be releasing the doc-
uments relative to that on Friday. But we thank you all for your
continued work on this issue.

Senator MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, may I make a remark?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate you taking a lit-
tle more time on the AUMF, because as we speak, we do not have
a final version. So in order to give members time on one of the
most important votes they ever take, which is the Authorization for
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the Use of Military Force, I think members want a considered ap-
proach.

I would urge the chair to consider, once he has a final version,
not only to share it with us but also to consider the possibility of
a singular hearing on that specific AUMF, and then that would
give members an informed opportunity to develop whatever views
they have on it, what votes they might want to take, and what
amendments they might want to offer.

But I appreciate in the first instance giving the time for the pur-
pose.

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely. Sure. And I think you know we were
prepared to release it today. We will probably wait until tomorrow.
Maybe what we do, with consultation with you, is consider having
that hearing next Thursday instead and then having the markup
to follow.

But, obviously, this has been something we all have discussed for
many, many, many years.

With that, we have three distinguished Senators here who have
other things to do. We typically would give our opening comments
first from the dais, but out of respect for their time and who they
are, we would like for them to go ahead and give their comments,
and then we will move back to regular order.

Again, we thank you all for being here. I do not know what order
you would like to start, but it sounds like we are starting with Sen-
ator Roberts.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAT ROBERTS,
U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Senator ROBERTS. Thank you, Chairman Corker, Ranking Mem-
ber Menendez, and distinguished members of the committee. It is
an honor to be here today in support of my Kansas friend and col-
league Mike Pompeo as the President’s nominee for Secretary of
State.

For more than a decade, I have known Mike, first as a friend and
a business leader, then a congressional colleague, and most re-
cently as the leader of our intelligence community.

At home, Kansas knows Mike as a family man, a devoted hus-
band to Susan and father to Nick, both of whom are here. I know
how proud you are.

They know him as a man of integrity and honesty, of hard work
and perseverance. He built a successful business, understood the
responsibility of maintaining a payroll, and helped to bring job
growth and prosperity to Wichita, Kansas.

They know him to have Kansas common sense and to be
plainspoken, to tell it like it is. Senator Dole and I might share just
a little bit of that, too.

They know him as a statesman, a man who listens to others, who
works well with people, and who can negotiate solutions in a very
effective manner.

Given these qualities, I believe that Mike Pompeo’s next chal-
lenge in this troubled and tumultuous world is perhaps a challenge
for which he is best suited. As our Nation’s most senior diplomat,
Mike will be forthright. He will be forceful. He will be thoughtful.
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He will give the President and those of us in Congress candid coun-
sel. He will be a man of his word. It is in his DNA.

Just look at his bio. Mike is Army strong. He graduated at the
top of his class at West Point and then served as a cavalry officer,
patrolling the Iron Curtain before the fall of the Berlin Wall. He
later joined the 2nd Squadron, 7th Cavalry in the Fourth Infantry
Division.

After completing his military service, Mike attended Harvard
Law School where he was an editor of the Harvard Law Review.
Mike understands the law.

After practicing law, Mike returned to his mother’s roots in south
central Kansas, running several very successful businesses in
Wichita before running for Congress in 2010.

He came to Washington with a very strong desire to serve the
people of the 4th District and the rest of our State and to make
a difference. He sought a seat on the House Intelligence Committee
at a time when intelligence-gathering methods were under fire, be-
fore he went on to lead the Central Intelligence Agency.

As T told my good friend and chairman, Richard Burr, and my
colleagues on the Intelligence Committee just last year, Mike
Pompeo understands and respects the role of Congress and the
need for vigorous oversight.

I say to those who serve our country here and in Washington and
at diplomatic posts around the world, Mike Pompeo will work hard
to earn your trust.

He will seek to build bridges, to rely upon expertise, to debate
and discuss, but always—always—with respect. Whether it is man-
aging crises in Syria or North Korea, complex relationships with
Russia or China, or humanitarian disasters in Myanmar or Yemen,
Mike will represent American ideals and values backed by the
strength of leadership of the free world.

History has shown us time and again that we cannot sit back
and wait, given the most serious challenges we face in the world
and the role that our Nation plays.

Whenever there is a void, the world pays a price. [Disturbance
in hearing room.]

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Roberts, I am sure that happens regard-
ing soybeans in the Ag Committee often. [Laughter.]

Senator ROBERTS. It may happen with me and the President
when I talk to him about all of the tariffs that we are going to talk
about this morning. [Laughter.]

Senator ROBERTS. I was right in the middle of the best part, too.
[Laughter.]

Senator ROBERTS. I said, wherever there is a void, the world pays
a price. I guess we just did.

Wherever there is a void, the world pays a price. We need Mike
Pompeo at the State Department, and we need him now. It is my
fervent hope that this committee and the full Senate will proceed
with a swift confirmation for the President’s nominee.

I know that Mike Pompeo will serve us proudly. It is now a privi-
lege and an honor to turn to my mentor, my friend, and recent
Congressional Gold Medal recipient, Senator Bob Dole.
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STATEMENT OF HON. BOB DOLE,
FORMER U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Senator DOLE. Well, nice to see all you people up there. I cannot
see very well, so you look good. [Laughter.]

N The CHAIRMAN. You look very good, and we are glad to have you
ere.

Senator DOLE. Well, one thing about Mike Pompeo, and I want
to welcome Susan and Nick, he will hit the ground running. He
knows the territory. He knows the people.

I got acquainted with him as CIA Director, so he is ready to go,
and he will be our top diplomat.

What we would like to urge is quick confirmation, because he is
needed by the President and the rest of us who live in this wonder-
ful country.

But Mike Pompeo, I don’t know, he is just a brilliant guy, at the
top of his class at West Point, a businessman, a congressman, a fa-
ther, a husband. And all those things added up with the experience
he has, he is ready to go.

And we thank you for holding this hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you so much, and all of us are thrilled to
have you here, and I am so glad you were honored the way you
were recently in the Capitol. Thank you for sharing your time with
us.

Senator Burr, who chairs the Intelligence Committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD BURR,
U.S. SENATOR OF NORTH CAROLINA

Senator BURR. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and to my col-
leagues, the advantage to going last for any nominee is you have
heard everything about that nominee. And then there is Mike
Pompeo, because the story goes on past that.

I think one has to ask what makes a great leader, and what you
have heard is a personal story about Mike Pompeo that I think, in
anybody’s checklist, if you saw those things, you would say, here
is a great candidate. Here is a great nominee. West Point as a
teenager, first in his class. A military leader. A lawyer from Har-
vard, picked for the Harvard Law Review. Successful business.
Served three terms representing people from Kansas. And when
asked, responded and took, I think, the toughest job at the tough-
est time, and that was Director of the CIA.

Now, during his confirmation hearing, I asked Mike to lead the
CIA in an ethical, moral, and legal manner. And I am here to tell
you that he did exactly that. Mike has honorably represented and
aggressively supported the employees of the CIA.

And I think what we need right now is an individual that can
bond those great diplomats within the State Department while car-
rying out the message of this administration’s policies abroad.

Mike has been responsive, and he has been transparent with the
Intelligence Committee, and, more importantly, he has always spo-
ken the truth.

Mike’s intellectual rigor, his honorable service, and his out-
standing judgment make him a natural fit for the Department of
State.
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Now, what I want you to take away from this is Mike Pompeo
is a good man. And I want to ask you, and I want to ask all our
colleagues in the Senate, if there is ever one where you put politics
aside, here it is. Mike exemplifies talent.

And I think when we look at nominees who we are sent by an
administration, we look for somebody that we are proud of. We look
for somebody that has the talent to do the job correctly. I would
suggest to you that Mike Pompeo represents everything that we
pray in a nominee that they would have. And that as we go for-
ward, we have an opportunity to say to those young people around
this country who one day want to give back to their country that,
yes, your background does matter. We want the best. We want the
brightest. We want the ones that are most committed to do it. And
we have an opportunity in Mike Pompeo to select and to confirm
an individual that I think speaks for generations to come.

I thank the committee for their indulgence.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. We thank you, all three of you. We appreciate
having people that we respect so much here before us. We know
that you have other business to take care of. You are welcome to
stay, but you cannot stay there. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. So we will bring the witness forward.

While we are reorganizing—and, Senator Dole, again, thank you
for being here—I want to recognize the fact that Ambassador
Haley, I think, is joining us. I have not been able to see her yet
in the audience. Thank you for being here.

Director Mike Pompeo, we welcome you here today, and we
thank you for your willingness to serve our country yet again, this
time in the role of Secretary of State. We are also glad that your
family is here with you, and we extend our thanks to them for the
sacrifices that your service requires of them.

You have been nominated by the President at a very important
time in our Nation’s history. Our country’s standing in the world
has been on the decline over the past decade or more, and that cer-
tainly continues.

Throughout the 20th century, our allies viewed the United States
as a reliable partner and a source of stability, a friend whose ideals
and leadership made our world a better place. Unfortunately,
today, we are not counted on as we once were.

The chasm between what our leaders say and the actions that
they take can have a devastating impact. I think about where Syria
would be today had we done what we said in 2013 when the oppo-
sition posed a significant threat to the regime. Assad crossed the
red line, used chemical weapons, and we did nothing. The loss of
momentum was palpable. Our inconsistencies have created vacu-
unlls that are being eagerly filled by those who do not share our
values.

When the leader of our country speaks with the full might of the
most powerful military the world has ever known behind him, he
must choose his words carefully.

His words and actions have global ramifications and send a sig-
nal to both our foes and allies regarding our level of commitment
to longstanding alliances, our desire for beneficial trade relation-
ships, and our very belief in the ideals we claim to embody.
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But while at times the President may act or speak impulsively,
we have also seen that good counsel has led the President to
evolve, from my perspective, to a much better place on a number
of important issues.

I believe the next Secretary of State must continue to provide
such counsel, even when it is difficult.

If confirmed, you must continue to provide advice to the Presi-
dent that allows him to view a given situation holistically and not
make decisions that focus on the impact to one domestic group or
foreign government.

Any President has numerous voices from both inside and outside
the White House vying for his attention. An effective Secretary of
State must be able to prioritize the issues for the President and at-
tempt to drown out the noise and chaos that can so often distract
and bog down the leader of the free world from making sound and
informed decisions.

I know that you have developed a close relationship with the
President, and I believe that relationship could well serve you, if
you are confirmed as Secretary of State.

However, many strong voices have been terminated or resigned.
That is why I think it is fair for our members to ask whether your
relationship is rooted in a candid, healthy, give-and-take dynamic,
or whether it is based on a deferential willingness to go along to
get along.

Americans often think of the Secretary of State solely in his or
her capacity as our chief diplomat, racing around the world to
broker compromise, prevent war, or negotiate treaties. And no
doubt, your success as a diplomat, as you well know, is key to keep-
ing our men and women in uniform that we treasure so much out
of harm’s way.

While all of that is true, this position also requires the person
occupying the office to be every bit a manager as a diplomatic
envoy. The Secretary must effectively manage multibillion dollar
budgets and a workforce of tens of thousands. This is the part of
the job that isn’t flashy and doesn’t usually get much media atten-
tion, but it is just as important as any other aspect of the Sec-
retary’s duties.

In order to execute foreign policy effectively, the Secretary must
have a fully functional department behind him. During your tenure
at the CIA, you demonstrated that you understand the need for
having a functioning workforce. I am hopeful that, if confirmed,
you will make it a priority to fill those key positions and to work
to earn the trust of the career public servants in both the depart-
ment’s foreign and civil service.

Not only will the next Secretary of State have to adapt to a
unique decision-making process and have significant management
issues to tackle, but there are also numerous crucial policy issues
around the world that must be addressed.

While the obstacles we face are daunting, they are by no means
insurmountable.

The history of American foreign policy is filled with Secretaries
of State who have changed the world for the better in the face of
adversity. In fact, those who have gone down in history as great
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are those who dealt with the greatest challenges. When faced with
what seemed like impossible odds, they rose to the occasion.

That is what, when we are at our best, we do as Americans. And
it is my hope that you will do the same, if confirmed.

Examining a nominee to be Secretary of State is one of the most
solemn duties of this committee. You will be asked many questions
about the policy issues facing our Nation and your vision for the
Department of State.

Thank you again for your willingness to serve, and I look forward
to your testimony and answers.

And with that, I will turn to our distinguished ranking member
and my friend, Bob Menendez.

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB MENENDEZ,
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW JERSEY

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director, congratulations on your nomination and welcome to you
and your family on your second Senate confirmation hearing.

This committee considers your nomination after nearly a year
and a half of reckoning with President Trump’s erratic approach to
foreign policy, which has left our allies confused and our adver-
saries emboldened. It is an approach driven by impulse, not strat-
egy.
President Trump’s America-first policies have left America iso-
lated and alone in the midst of unprecedented challenges, chal-
lenges from an aggressive Russia who seeks to undermine the
international order we helped create after World War II, that has
brought peace and stability to the world for nearly three quarters
of a century; a destabilized Middle East; the ongoing threat of ter-
rorism; an emboldened China asserting itself in the South China
Sea militarily and economically, as well as right here in the West-
ern Hemisphere; Assad, a butcher who has used chemical weapons
against innocent civilians; Maduro tightening his grip on his re-
gime, starving Venezuelans in one of the most oil-rich countries in
the world.

Meanwhile, President Trump has abandoned the very Demo-
cratic values and ideals that have shaped America’s role as a bea-
con to our friends and as a bulwark against a world in crisis.

Now, I was pleased to hear you say earlier this week that you
plan to support the career public servants at the State Department.
The problem is, we have an emaciated State Department under
this administration.

Let me be clear. Members of this committee expect every Sec-
retary of State to champion the department and its mission. We ex-
pect you to advocate for robust diplomacy as the first line of de-
fense against sending our sons and daughters into war. And to do
that, we need a strong diplomatic corps and an A-I-D that com-
pliments and enhances our foreign policy.

Now, as CIA Director, your job was to conduct covert operations,
and collect, evaluate, and provide intelligence to policymakers, in-
cluding the President. As the Secretary of State, you will not be
providing intelligence for other people to use to make policy; you
will be the person executing the foreign policy of the United States
of America. Many countries in the world already think the State
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Department is an extension of the CIA, so how you conduct your-
self moving forward will be critical to our diplomacy.

As the Senate considers your nomination to be the President’s
top foreign policy adviser, we must ask: Will you enable President
Trump’s worst instincts? Will you advocate for long-term strategies
to protect U.S. national security and interests, or will you be lurch-
ing from crisis to crisis, as we have seen under this administration?
Will you advocate for robust diplomacy, or will you take America
into unnecessary and costly wars? Will you stand up to President
Trump and say, no, you are wrong in that view, Mr. President, or
will you be a yes man?

Americans are scared that this President, the commander in
chaos, will lead them into war. This is not a time for taunts and
tweets.

On Russia, the intelligence community and our military leaders
have repeatedly stated that Russia poses ongoing threats to the
United States’ national security and to our allies, yet President
Trump cannot bring himself to even acknowledge the Russian
threat. He says that a court-granted search warrant is an attack
on our country but cannot call out Russian cyberattacks on our de-
mocracy.

We have pushed the President to put together a real strategy to
counter Russian aggression. We urge the President to implement
the mandatory sanctions that Congress overwhelmingly passed and
he has failed to implement.

North Korea poses a real and nuclear threat to the United
States, our citizens, and our allies. The American people are deeply
worried by an erratic President who uses schoolboy taunts when
talking about nuclear war. A meeting is not a strategy. Preventing
nuclear war requires thoughtful diplomacy, preparation, clear ob-
jectives.

Will you enable the voices around the President seeking to go to
war, or will you press for an empowered diplomatic path to protect
the safety of all Americans?

Mr. Director, what is your actual plan to stop North Korea from
getting a nuclear weapon?

Turning to Iran, everyone knows I voted against the Iran nuclear
deal and was vociferous about it, but I also share the assessment
of your counterparts across national security agencies that it does
not serve the United States’ national security interest to unilater-
ally withdraw from the deal absent a strategy for what will replace
it and how to get our allies to join us in countering Iran’s malign
activity outside of the nuclear program and deal with the sunset
issues within the nuclear portfolio.

Once again, this President is hurling toward a crisis. He is cre-
ating unnecessary risks with the very allies we need to confront
Iran.

So I ask again, Mr. Director, what is your plan? Will you be a
voice of reason, or will you support the President’s worst instincts?

If confirmed as the Secretary of State, you will no longer be oper-
ating in the shadows of American foreign policy, but you will be the
face and voice of the United States, the representative not just of
a bombastic President, but of the American people.
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Will you champion our values? When the President embraces dic-
tators who quash the free press or suggests doing away with elec-
tions, will you stay silent? When the President and those closest to
him balk at the very idea of diplomacy and instead advocate unnec-
essary wars that will cost the blood of our children and the treas-
ure of our coffers, will you go along with them? Or, as our Nation’s
top diplomat, will you champion diplomacy and offer actual plans?
Will you stand up to President Trump and advise him differently
when he is wrong, or will you be a yes man?

So, Mr. Director, I look forward to hearing your testimony, and
the answers to these questions and others, as we go.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir.

Director, you have been well backgrounded with the three Sen-
ators who came before us, so I will not do that. But we thank you
for being here. If you could summarize your testimony in about 5
minutes or so, any written documents you have, we will be glad to
enter into the record.

But with that, thank you for being here. We look forward to your
comments.

STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE POMPEO
OF KANSAS, TO BE SECRETARY OF STATE

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am not sure I can do
it in 5 minutes, but I will give it my level best.

The CHAIRMAN. We always try to set a high bar, realizing we are
never going to achieve it.

Mr. PomPEO. Thank you, Chairman Corker. Ranking Member
Menendez, thank you. Thanks for the opportunity to appear here
today as the nominee to be the United States Secretary of State.

I am grateful to each of you for the attention that you have given
us over the past weeks. So many of you have given so much time,
and there are so many global matters before us, I am deeply appre-
ciative of that.

Should I be confirmed, this regular contact will continue. You
can talk to Senator Burr. I worked at that diligently. As a former
Member of Congress, I understand the importance of that contin-
ued relationship and advice that comes from outside of the execu-
tive branch.

I would like to take a moment here, too, to thank Secretary
Tillerson for his service to the United States and his commitment
to a smooth transition, and I would like to thank Secretary Sul-
livan as well, for him serving in the gap.

A personal thank you also to every living former Secretary of
State. They each took my call. They found time to spend. I have
actually talked to many of them multiple times. Democrats and Re-
publicans, from Secretary Kissinger to Secretary Kerry, were kind
enough to visit me and share with me their thoughts on how, if I
gm confirmed, I would most likely be a successful Secretary of

tate.

And if you know me at all, the two people sitting to my right rear
provide my ballast, my balance. Susan keeps the home front hum-
ming and is always there to remind me of family issues that affect
not just the Pompeos but the family issues that affect every officer
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at the Central Intelligence Agency as well. And that keeps me
humble. It keeps my sense of humor alive.

Since I left the private sector and entered public service, they
have had lots of opportunities to tell me to step back, to step away,
but they have not. They have encouraged it. They have promoted
it. And they are incredibly supportive of my efforts to serve Amer-
ica.

A moment here, too, to the men and women of the CIA, to say
that it has been an honor and a privilege and a joy doesn’t do jus-
tice to these past 15 months. I have demanded an awful lot of you.
I have set the expectation bar high. I have pushed responsibility
and authority down to each and every one of you, and along with
that, the required accountability. And you, the warriors of the CIA,
have delivered for America, for President Trump, and for me.

Perhaps the highest compliments of our work come from our ad-
versaries who fear and are in awe of the institution, and from our
partner services around the world who have ask for more training,
more intelligence, more joint operations than ever. To you, if I am
confirmed, this will not be goodbye, because no matter how this
nomination process ends, I will be with you, I will support you, and
I will admire you.

Finally, I want to thank the President for his confidence and
trust in me. My job at the CIA has been to deliver world-class data
and facts to help inform he and the other senior policymakers in
America. I am honored that he selected me to help carry out many
of those same decisions as his chief diplomat.

Senators, if I am confirmed, I will raise my hand and swear an
oath to defend our Constitution for the seventh time in my life. The
first time, I was 18 years old, a West Point cadet. With this oath,
I will swear to defend the exceptionalism enshrined in our Con-
stitution, which provides for our obligation to engage in diplomacy
and model the very best of America to the world.

Make no mistake, America is uniquely blessed, and with those
blessings comes a duty to lead. As I have argued throughout my
time in public service, if we do not lead for democracy, for pros-
perity, and for human rights around the world, who will? No other
Nation is so equipped with the same blend of power and principle.

Two things I want to try to answer for you in the time I have
remaining. Who is Mike Pompeo? And who are his thoughts and
plans to lead our State Department? I am sure we will get to talk
about that some more as well.

I was born in Orange, California. We did not have a whole lot
of money in my family, but I enjoyed school. And my brother and
sister and I, we all had fun learning. When I was a teenager, I was
employee of the month at Baskin Robbins, not once, but twice.
[Laughter.]

Mr. PoMPEO. I am a movie buff. I have a soft spot for my golden
retrievers. I love meatballs that I make from my dad’s recipe. And
I enjoyed being a fifth grade Sunday schoolteacher for kids that
just did not want to sit still.

And although he will dispute this, I can beat my son in cornhole
every day. I love Revolutionary War history, country music, show
tunes, and college basketball.
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But it was my appointment at the United States Military Acad-
emy that changed my life. It was when I traveled, it was the first
time I had ever been east of the Mississippi River.

I have seen some describe my leadership style as blue collar. Fair
enough. I am not afraid to get my hands dirty, and you will seldom
find me ensconced on the senior level of any building. I have no
discomfort with directness or confrontation. I prefer face-to-face as
opposed to email. I do not hold grudges. I work toward a mission.

And I will always make room for student programs and youth
groups. They are what will set our Nation on its correct course.
They are our future.

Just this past Monday, I got to swear in a big group of CIA offi-
cers. It was always a very special moment. This one was very
unique.

Now let me turn to how I intend to work as a Secretary of State,
if I am confirmed.

Throughout my time in Congress and the CIA, I have met hun-
dreds of State Department employees. I know them. And in the
past few weeks, I have had a chance to meet dozens and dozens
more in briefings. To a person, they expressed to me their hope to
be empowered in their roles and to have a clear understanding of
the President’s mission. That will be my first priority.

They have also shared how demoralizing it is to have so many
vacancies and, frankly, many of them said to not feel relevant. I
will do my part to end those vacancies. I will need your help. And
I will work every day to provide dedicated leadership and convey
my faith in their work, their professionalism, just as I have done
with the workforce at the Central Intelligence Agency.

When I took over as Director, the CIA had just completed a mas-
sive restructuring. Immediately after my arrival, I began speaking
at every meeting, every conversation about the agency’s mission. I
talked about commander’s intent. We do these small things that
are called, “Meet with Mike.” Not a very original name, I will con-
cede. But we gather up the first 50 to come talk to me, so that I
have a chance to listen to them. I wanted them to know what the
President’s and America’s desire was for them, and I wanted them
to understand that I was depending on them.

And you should know, when the team needed additional re-
sources, I defended them. I asked for them. I demanded them. And
the President, so long as he found value, never hesitated to provide
them. I was able to persuade him. And with your help, I will do
the same thing at the Department of State.

You have my commitment, too, with respect to this. I will work
with each of you to fill the vacancies that are at the State Depart-
ment. This is critical to strengthening the finest diplomatic corps
in the world, and America and the world needs us to be that.

The second thing I would like to highlight is workforces and their
culture. I will spend a lot of time on this. It is important. I will
proceed on, but without getting that part right, if the team doesn’t
understand the mission and isn’t working toward the same goal, it
is incredibly difficult to think you would achieve it.

I have always done that. When I have traveled as part of the
agency, I have met with State Department officials. I met with my
own team. I spoke to them about the things that I was going to
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demand of them, the things I was going to permit them to do, and
how I was going to hold them accountable to that task.

I remember, I want to a location. The housing for officers was
simply inadequate. None of you would have allowed your families
to be there. I didn’t have a lot of time, but I went and spoke with
the Ambassador and told him it needed to be fixed. I wanted the
State Department families and ours to know that we cared about
them enough to provide living quarters that were sufficient for
Americans.

And you should know I believe deeply that the State Depart-
ment’s workforce must be diverse in the same way I have I worked
for that at the CIA, diverse in every sense of the word, race, reli-
gion, background, and more. I will work to achieve that diversity,
just as I have done in my current role, by focusing on the mission
and demanding that every team member—every team member—be
treated equally, with dignity and respect.

And I will listen. I had an old, crusty sergeant first class when
I was a brand-new second lieutenant who said, “Lieutenant, if you
will just shut up and listen for a bit your, life will be a whole hell
of a lot better.” He was right about that. He taught me a heck of
a lot about how to be a good platoon leader. I intend to do that
with the talented people that reside at the State Department.

Let me talk a little bit about the work itself. By definition, the
job description of the Secretary of State is to serve as the Presi-
dent’s chief foreign affairs adviser. This was driven home to me in
those conversations with every former Secretary of State. To a per-
son, they were remarkably consistent by saying that job number
one is to represent the President.

For me, this means building substantial relationships with our
allies, relationships that President Trump and I can utilize for both
tough conversations and productive cooperation. It also means
working with our adversaries where needed to make clear objec-
tﬁ/es and let them know the means by which we intend to achieve
them.

In this regard, I am fortunate to have a sizable head start. As
many as a third of the days at the agency, I was engaged with for-
eign counterparts. I have led the CIA to forge stronger relation-
ships with those partners all across the world, in the Middle East,
Europe, Africa, and Latin America. I have traveled to these regions
to demonstrate the commitment that America has to working as
their partners.

I have also met some folks who did not share many of our objec-
tives. I have tried to find and I have asked my team to find those
narrow slivers of common ground where we can work together to
deliver the results that America needs us to.

Representing America also calls for promoting America’s ideals,
values, and priorities, because they ultimately determine the tra-
jectory of geopolitics, and we need to do that well.

You know, I will close here, as I am approaching the 5 minutes.

You should know that I have been an enormous beneficiary in
my life of some of the most remarkable diplomatic achievements in
American history. I served, as Senator Roberts spoke about, I
served on the border between East and West Germany, and I
watched diplomats over an extended period of time from both par-
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ties achieve an outcome against the Soviet Union and the com-
munist east that prevented my team from having ever to conduct
the battle, which we prepared for every day.

It was remarkable work from Foreign Service Officers over these
many years. I thank them for that. It was the right approach. It
was the approach that worked for America.

I know some of you have read the story that I am a hawk, I am
a hardliner. You know, I read that, and there is no one, as you just
heard in what I described, there is no one like someone who served
in uniform who understands the value of diplomacy and the terror
and tragedy that is war like someone who has served in uniform.
It is the last resort. It must always be so. And I intend to work
to achieve the President’s policies with diplomacy rather than by
sending our young men and women to war.

Know that I am serving a President who feels the same way, and
that while the military balance of power—you all did good work to
assist us in continuing to build our military to be the finest in the
world. It can set the stage and create leverage, but the best out-
comes are always won at the diplomatic table.

You know, America’s diplomatic engagement, political engage-
ment, foreign policy engagement around the world has always been
a big topic of debate. I am sure we will debate vigorously today.
All through my life, I have been reminded that once the debates
conclude, the carrying out of foreign policy, the actions that Amer-
ica does, make it real. It is a matter of duty to get it right.

And while we might agree to disagree today on the what or the
how of global involvement, we rarely disagree on why. It is to de-
fend the safety of our families, the prosperity of our Nation, and
the survival of freedom in the world. Diplomacy gives us the chance
to achieve these goals peacefully.

And I thank you for the time, Senator Corker.

[The Mr. Pompeo’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE POMPEO,
DIRECTOR OF THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCV

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Menendez, Senators, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today as the nominee for U.S. Secretary of State. I'm
grateful for your attention to my nomination over the last several weeks, particu-
larly at a time when so many matters of global importance demand your focus.

Should I be confirmed, the regular contact we’ve established throughout this proc-
ess will continue. I'll do my best to pick up your calls on the first ring, and I'll be
a regular visitor to the Capitol. Your counsel and support will, if I'm confirmed, be
critical to my leadership of the Department of State.

I’d also like to recognize former Secretary Tillerson for his dedicated service and
commitment to a smooth transition, as well as Deputy Secretary John Sullivan for
serving in the gap.

A personal thanks to all of the former living Secretaries of State, each of whom
has fielded my calls these past weeks. Democrats and Republicans, from Henry Kis-
singer to John Kerry, you were kind enough to visit with me, offering candid and
valuable advice. As I did with former CIA Directors, I will continue our contact
should I be confirmed.

And, if you know me at all, you know that I derive balance and support from my
wife, Susan, and son, Nicholas, who are with me today. Susan keeps our home front
humming and is always there to remind me of the family issues affecting not just
the Pompeos but every family under my leadership. And Nick? Well, Nick keeps me
humble, keeps my sense of humor alive, and provides me, unfiltered, a millennial
point of view! Since I left the private sector and re-entered public service, either of
them could have asked me to step back into less-visible, less-consuming work. In-
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stead they’ve encouraged me to give everything I can for as long as I can to this
country that we love so much. Thank you, Susan and Nick.

To the men and women of the CIA: To say that it has been an honor, a privilege,
and a joy doesn’t do justice to the gratitude I feel to have served as your leader.
I've demanded much over the last 15 months, setting expectations high. I've pushed
responsibility and authority through the organization to every officer and, along
with that, the required accountability. And you, the warriors of the CIA, have deliv-
ered—for America, for President Trump, and for me. Perhaps the highest com-
pliments on our work come from our adversaries, whose fear and awe for our insti-
tution have steadily increased; and from our partner services around the world,
which ask for more training, more intelligence sharing, and more joint operations
than ever. This is not goodbye, because no matter how my nomination process ends,
I will be with you, I will support you, and I will admire you.

Finally, I want to thank the President for his confidence and trust. My job at the
CIA has been to deliver him world class intelligence, data, and facts, to help inform
his decisions. I'm honored that he has selected me to help carry out many of those
decisions as his chief diplomat.

Senators, if confirmed, I would raise my hand and swear an oath to defend our
Constitution for the seventh time in my life. The first time was as an eighteen-year-
old West Point cadet. With this oath, I would commit to defend the exceptionalism
enshrined in our Constitution, which provides for our obligation to engage in diplo-
macy and model the very best of America to the world.

Make no mistake: America is uniquely blessed, and with those blessings comes
a duty to lead. As I have argued throughout my time in public service, if we do not
lead the calls for democracy, prosperity, and human rights around the world, who
will? No other nation is equipped with the same blend of power and principle.

During this hearing, I anticipate that you are duty bound to learn and draw out
information on two fronts: “Who is Mike Pompeo?” and “What are his thoughts and
plans to lead our State Department?” Here’s a good start.

I was born in Orange, California and spent every summer on our family farm in
Kansas. We didn’t have a lot of money growing up, but my sister and brother and
I loved school and had fun. When I was a teenager, I was given the “Employee of
the Month” award twice in my job at the local Baskin-Robbins ice cream store. I'm
a movie buff and admit to a soft spot for my golden retrievers. My family says my
Italian meatballs, my Dad’s recipe, are the best. I loved the challenge of teaching
Sunday School to 5th graders who couldn’t sit still. Although he would dispute it,
I can beat my son, Nick, in corn hole on any given day. I love Revolutionary War
history, country music, show tunes, and college basketball. My appointment to the
United States Military Academy at age eighteen marked my first travel east of the
Mississippi, and those four years at West Point changed my life forever.

As a leader, I have been described as “blue collar”—that is, I'm not afraid to get
my hands dirty. I don’t ever stay sequestered on the executive floor of any building.

I have no discomfort with directness or confrontation; I prefer face-to-face con-
versations over email; I don’t hold grudges and I always make time for student and
youth programs in the organizations that I run—they are our future. Just this past
Monday, I swore in another class of freshly minted CIA officers. It was a very spe-
cial moment for me.

That’s a look at who I am. Now for the question of how I would lead the United
States Department of State. I will focus on what matters most in any leadership
role: actions—not words.

Set the Mission & Empower the Diplomatic Corps

Throughout my time in Congress and at the CIA, I've met hundreds of State De-
partment leaders and officers, and I've met even more over the past month. In a
recent series of Department briefings with team members at State, they all, to a
person, expressed a hope to be empowered in their roles, and to have a clear under-
standing of the President’s mission. That will be my first priority. They also shared
how demoralizing it is to have so many vacancies and, frankly, not to feel relevant.
I'll do my part to end the vacancies, but I'll need your help. And I will work every
day to provide dedicated leadership and convey my faith in their work—just as I
have done with my workforce at the CIA.

When I took over as Director, the CIA had just completed a massive restructuring
that caused considerable turbulence—as these things do. Immediately after my ar-
rival, I began speaking in every meeting and every conversation about the Agency’s
mission, providing the team with the “Commander’s Intent.” I worked relentlessly
to break down unnecessary layers of approval, reached out to the career profes-
sionals, did a lot of listening, and encouraged our officers to be creative and take
risk when required. Further, I encouraged our officers to make independent deci-
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sions. If I couldn’t add value, I wanted them to execute and be accountable. And
understanding that any organization will experience failure when reaching for great
things, I promised to have their backs. And I did. No one will ever take calculated,
lawful risks to reach greatness if they feel it could end their career. And, when our
team needed extra resources, I never hesitated to ask the President—and so long
as he found value in the task, he never hesitated to provide them. I will, with your
help, do the same at the Department of State.

You have my commitment, too, that I will work with each of you, the White
House, and the entire Senate to fill the senior vacancies. This is critical to strength-
ening the finest diplomatic corps in the world. America and the world need us to
be that.

Strengthen Workforce Culture and Communication

The second action item I'd like to highlight is strengthening workforce culture and
communication.

I learned many years ago from a crusty Sergeant First Class that good leaders
need to shut up and listen. A lot. Just as I've done in each of my previous leadership
roles, I will rely on those around me to achieve the team’s goals. And we will listen
to our foreign partners as well. At the CIA, I launched regularly-scheduled, small
group town halls, not very originally titled, “Meet with Mike.” The first 75 or so offi-
cers to sign up had the chance to spend an hour with me listening to them. I not
only enjoyed these sessions, but I learned a great deal. Further, I almost never trav-
elled abroad without meeting with my local team on the ground. They were crucial
to my understanding of the nuance of each country and its people. I also wanted
the chance to ask them if they had everything they needed.

It matters deeply to me that our staff and their families are safe and thriving.
When traveling on behalf of the Agency, it was always important to me to be able
to assess security and medical resources, housing, schools, and other support for our
families. Not long ago, I was traveling on an overseas trip when it became apparent
there were serious housing safety issues for Agency and State Department families
at one post. While I was only on the ground a short time, I was able to talk with
the Ambassador to lodge my concerns and ask that action be taken. I do not want
to send any family where I would not send my own, nor will I send an officer where
I would not go.

The State Department’s workforce must, by necessity, be diverse in every sense
of the word—in terms of race, religion, background, and more. I'll work to achieve
that diversity, just as I have successfully done at CIA, by focusing on mission and
demanding that every team member be treated equally and with dignity and re-
spect.

But there is one more ingredient critical to our success—and that is listening to
and working alongside each of you and your staffs. I have used, at CIA, the model
former Director Panetta suggested to me: fewer hearings, more cups of coffee; short-
er conversations, more frequently. I found it most useful with your colleagues on
SSCI and hope that you, too, will find it valuable.

All of this—listening, leveraging differences, unleashing talent, teamwork—will
become the fabric of a State Department culture that finds its swagger once again.
We will be effective, expeditionary, diverse, and successful in fulfilling our mission.

Serving the Commander in Chief

So far I've talked about how I would empower the Department of State to succeed
in its work. Now let me talk a little about the work itself. By definition, the job
description of the Secretary of State is to “serve as the President’s chief foreign af-
fairs adviser.”

This definition was driven home to me in recent conversations with former Secre-
taries of State. I asked each of them how they had defined the core responsibilities
of the job. They were remarkably consistent in their answers: job number one is to
represent the President.

For me, this means building substantial relationships with our allies—relation-
ships that President Trump and I can utilize for both tough conversations and pro-
ductive cooperation. It also means working with our adversaries to make clear
America’s objectives and the means by which we intend to achieve them. In this re-
gard, I'm fortunate to have a sizeable head start.

On as many as a third of my days at the Agency, I'm engaged with foreign coun-
terparts. I have led the CIA to forge stronger relationships with our closest partners
in the Middle East, Europe, Africa, Latin America, and Asia. I've travelled to these
regions to demonstrate our commitment to working alongside them. I've also met
with leaders in countries with which we share very few common objectives. I've
asked my team to find those narrow slivers of common ground to stand on, so that
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we can deliver results for America. I would do the same at the State Department.
We must do so not simply to be collegial, but to find partners who will help us
achieve our objectives. I deeply believe this.

Representing America also requires promoting America’s ideals, values, and prior-
ities to those who ultimately determine the trajectory of geopolitics: the voters and
citizens of the world. To succeed in our diplomacy, it is important to appeal directly
to key populations, and not to forfeit the perception of our country to misleading
state media or other faulty information channels.

Whether speaking to foreign leaders or the foreign public, it is important for the
Secretary of State to clearly communicate the President’s directives and goals. Every
former Secretary I spoke with stressed the importance of maintaining a close rela-
tionship with the President.

I've worked to build that kind of relationship with President Trump over the past
15 months through hundreds of hours of intelligence briefings. My relationship with
President Trump is due to one thing: we’ve demonstrated value to him at the CIA.
So, in turn, he has come to rely on us. I intend to ensure that the Department of
State will be just as central to the President’s policies and the national security of
the United States. We need to be nimble, smart, and relevant to the difficult issues
the President confronts every day—always delivering value. I cannot deliver effec-
tive diplomacy worldwide on my own. I will need the men and women of our diplo-
matic corps exercising their skills to deliver this value to our country.

One of the many values of robust diplomacy is that it increases our chances of
solving problems peacefully, without ever firing a shot. I saw this as a young cav-
alry officer in the United States Army, where I led troops patrolling the Berlin Wall
from 1986 to 1989. The remarkable work of Foreign Service officers, over many
years, no doubt saved my soldiers and me from military confrontation with the So-
viet Union—a war for which we were preparing, and a conflict that the world thank-
fully avoided.

I know firsthand the painful sacrifices of our men and women in uniform. So
when journalists, most of whom have never met me, label me—or any of you—as
“hawks,” “war hardliners,” or worse, I shake my head. There are few who dread war
more than those of us who have served in uniform. And there is a great deal of room
between a military presence and war. War is always the last resort. I would prefer
achieving the President’s foreign policy goals with unrelenting diplomacy rather
than by sending young men and women to war.

I am serving a President who feels the same way. While the military balance of
power can set the stage and create leverage, the best outcomes are won through ne-
gotiations and the gains they can achieve.

Diplomacy is for the Brave and the Bold: Global Challenges and Opportunities

At this time I'd like to talk about the substantive challenges facing the State De-
partment around the world. These challenges are well known to this committee, but
TI'll briefly share my views on a few of the most critical.

First, diplomatic efforts are underway to rid the world of a nuclear North Korea.
There is no higher diplomatic task for the State Department team than solving this
decades-in-the-making threat to our nation. The stakes are high for everyone, but
I believe them to be the highest for the North Korean regime. The State Depart-
ment has successfully rallied the world to cut ties and impose sanctions that have
had a profound impact. But there is much diplomatic work left to do, including sup-
porting the President’s intent to meet with the North Korean leader Kim Jong Un.
That meeting will take place against a backdrop of commitment by our President
to achieve denuclearization and prevent America from being held at risk by a North
Korean arsenal of nuclear weapons. I have read the CIA histories of previous nego-
tiations with the North Koreans, and am confident that we will not repeat the mis-
takes of the past. President Trump isn’t one to play games at the negotiating
table—and I won’t be either.

Next, Russia continues to act aggressively, enabled by years of soft policy toward
that aggression. That’s now over. The list of this administration’s actions to raise
the cost for Vladimir Putin is long. We are rebuilding our already strong military
and recapitalizing our nuclear deterrent. We have imposed tough sanctions and ex-
pelled more Russian diplomats and intelligence officers from the U.S. than at any
time since the Cold War. We are arming brave young men and women resisting
Russian expansionism in Ukraine and Georgia. This list is much longer, and I'm
confident I'll have the opportunity to add to it today. But the actions of this admin-
istration make clear that President Trump’s national security strategy, rightfully,
has identified Russia as a danger to our country. Our diplomatic efforts with Russia
will prove challenging, but as in previous confrontations with Moscow, must con-
tinue.
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Iran, meanwhile, has been on the march and has paid too low a price for its dan-
gerous behavior. Our administration has developed a strategy to counter Iran that
will raise that cost. The issues surrounding Iran’s proliferation threat are real and
we, along with our allies, must deal with the long-term risk that its capability pre-
sents. But we cannot let the nuclear file prevent us from acting against Iran’s cyber
efforts or its attempts to provide missiles to the Houthis to attack Saudi Arabia and
Americans who travel there. Iran’s activities in Syria, Iraq and Lebanon threaten
the very existence of Israel, and the global reach of Hezbollah threatens us right
here in the homeland. Iran freed American hostages for the sake of a deal and then
turned immediately to holding still more. I will work for their freedom every day.

President Trump is prepared to work with our partners to revise the Joint Com-
prehensive Plan of Action to fix its most egregious flaws. If confirmed, it will be an
immediate personal priority to work with those partners to see if such a fix is
achievable. The stakes are high for everyone, but especially Tehran. If confirmed in
time, I look forward to engaging key Allies on this crucial and time-sensitive topic
at the G7 Ministerial Meeting on April 22nd and the NATO Ministerial Meeting
later that week.

Even while America has reestablished a position of strength in our diplomatic re-
lationship, China continues its concerted and coordinated effort to compete with the
United States in diplomatic, military, and economic terms. For years, through IP
theft and coercive technology transfer, China has exploited weak U.S. trade policy
and leeched wealth and secrets from our economy. Militarily, it continues its provo-
cation in the South and East China Seas, in cyberspace, and even in outer space.
This administration is determined to work diplomatically with the Chinese govern-
ment in an effort to develop a more productive bilateral partnership. We have been
pleased with China’s support of our efforts to apply pressure on the North Korean
regime, but it must do more. The State Department must be at the center of formu-
lating and executing our China policy.

Those are just a few of our challenges. The failed state of Syria poses a mounting
threat to human rights, national security, and regional stability—and it deserves an
increasingly severe response. Similarly, our nation faces unique and pressing secu-
rity, governance, and development challenges in Iraq, Afghanistan, Latin America
and Africa, where our diplomacy must support people’s efforts to improve their lives.
The State Department must also be at the forefront of America’s efforts to ease hu-
manitarian crises in Burma, Yemen, Venezuela, parts of Africa, and elsewhere.

Couched in all of our global challenges are opportunities—opportunities to pro-
mote security, stability, and human rights in key regions. I also believe we have op-
portunities for increasingly robust and fair trading relationships that benefit the
American people.

Should I be confirmed as Secretary of State, I will execute diligent and firm diplo-
macy, working alongside the world’s finest diplomatic service, to help our President
confront the challenges and seize the opportunities of our time.

Bound by Duty

Before I take your questions, I want to speak for a moment about duty to coun-
try—which is something I feel today in great measure. I know all of you feel the
heavy weight of it in your positions, as does President Trump.

The desire we all feel to fulfill our duty to the best of our ability often manifests
itself in a fierce competition of ideas, including on the subject of foreign policy.
America’s engagement with the world has always, rightfully, been a topic of debate.
I'm sure welll engage in a healthy amount of that in just a moment. Yet, all
throughout my life, I've been reminded that once the debates conclude, the carrying
out of our foreign policy—the actions that make it real—must be a matter of duty.

It’s a reminder that while our country might disagree on the “what” and the
“how” of our global involvement, it rarely disagrees on the “why”—which is to de-
fend the safety of our families, the prosperity of our nation, and the survival of free-
dom in our world. Diplomacy gives us the chance to achieve these goals peacefully.

I believe our Commander in Chief has made historic strides already in pursuit
of this mission. If I have the honor of serving him as Secretary of State, I pledge
to work with each of you, to strengthen our State Department, to champion the pa-
triots who serve there, and to deliver on our shared diplomatic objectives—on behalf
of every American.

I look forward to your questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you for the testimony. I am going to with-
hold my time and use it for interjections along the way.

And with that, I will turn to our distinguished ranking member,
Senator Menendez.
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Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director, thank you for your testimony. Director, the Washington
Post reported last year that, on March 22nd of 2017, you and Di-
rector of National Intelligence Coats attended a briefing at the
White House with officials from several government agencies.

The article says, “As the briefing was wrapping up, Trump asked
everyone to leave the room except for Coats and CIA Director
Pompeo. The President then started complaining about the FBI in-
vestigation and Comey’s handling of it, said officials familiar with
the account Coats gave to associates. Two days earlier, Comey had
confirmed in a congressional hearing that the bureau was probing
whether Trump’s campaign coordinated with Russia during the
2016 race. After the encounter, Coats discussed the conversation
with other officials and decided that intervening with Comey as
Trump had suggested would be inappropriate, according to officials
who spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss sensitive internal
matters.” That is the end of the quote.

So, Director, this account strongly suggests that the President
asked you and Director Coats to interfere with then-FBI Director
Comey’s investigations into the Trump campaign’s contacts with
Russia.

What did President Trump say to you and Director Coats in that
meeting?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am not going to talk about the conversa-
tions the President and I had. I think—I think it is, in this setting,
appropriate for a President to have an opportunity to talk with his
senior leaders. I will do that throughout the day.

But I will tell you this, the article’s suggestion that he asked me
to do anything that was improper is false.

Senator MENENDEZ. Did he ask you to do anything as it relates
to that investigation?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I don’t recall. I don’t recall what he asked
me that day precisely. But I have to tell you, I am with the Presi-
dent an awful lot. He has never asked me to do anything that I
considered remotely improper.

Senator MENENDEZ. So when you say you are not going to talk
about that conversation, you are not asserting executive privilege,
are you?

Mr. PomPEO. No, Senator. I believe, and I think you will agree,
we will talk about foreign policy issues. We will talk about

Senator MENENDEZ. This has a connotation of foreign policy, be-
cause this is about Russia. And so at the end of the day, under-
standing how you responded, what you will do as we are looking
at mandatory sanctions that the administration has yet to impose,
looking at how we are going to deal with a Russia that not only
sought to affect our last elections but is doing so even as we speak
both here at home and across the world, those are substantive
questions.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, Senator.

Senator MENENDEZ. So it is not for me just simply a question of
interest. It is a question of understanding what you were asked,
how you responded, and what you did.

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, you talked about the important policy
issues. I am happy to talk about this administration’s work on Rus-
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sia. I am happy to talk about our work on sanctions, if that is what
you—if that was your question

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me ask you this. Did President Trump
evel‘; discuss the FBI or Special Counsel’s Russia investigation with
you?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, again, I am not going to talk about private
conversations I have had with the President.

Senator MENENDEZ. So whenever you come, if you were to be
confirmed, in the future, and we want to try to talk about foreign
policy, and we ask you where is the President at or this or that,
you are not going to disclose any of the conversations?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am happy—Senator, I am happy to an-
swer questions about our administration’s policies, the work that
we are doing. You are asking about conversations. You should
know, Senator, as well, I have provided—I spoke with Special
Counsel Mueller, who interviewed me, requested an interview. I co-
operated. Your colleagues on the Senate Intelligence Committee
have asked for information from me and from the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, as has the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence. I think the leaders of those two organizations in a bi-
partisan way would say I have been cooperative. And in mat-
ters

Senator MENENDEZ. So you have spoken to Special Counsel
Mueller?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, that is correct.

Senator MENENDEZ. And what was the subject of the conversa-
tion?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am not going to speak to that.

Senator MENENDEZ. Did the Special Counsel tell you not to speak
about these things?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have cooperated with multiple investiga-
tions. While the investigation continues, I think that is the appro-
priate way to approach it. And you should know, and no one here
today should take away any—because of the fact that I don’t want
to speak out, there should be no negative inferences with respect
to anything or, for that matter, positive inferences about the fact
that I think it is most appropriate that, while these investigations
continue, I not speak to the conversations I have had with the var-
ious investigative bodies.

Senator MENENDEZ. I am sure that if I asked Director Mueller—
I mean, Special Counsel Mueller a simple question, whether you
were told you couldn’t, I don’t think he would say you couldn’t. So
it is your choice that you are not seeking to do so.

And for me, these questions being answered truthfully in a forth-
coming way are critically important, because it goes to the very es-
sence of how you approach one of the most critical issues that we
have. And your unwillingness to speak to it is troubling to me.

Let me ask you this. President Trump has repeatedly said that
“getting along with Russia is a good thing.” Yesterday, he tweeted,
“Our relationship with Russia is worse now than it has ever been....
There is no reason for this.” And he indicated he would like to help
Russia with its economy.

What behavior, if any, has the Kremlin shown that indicates it
wants to get along with the United States or our allies?
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Mr. POMPEO. Senator, this administration has taken a series of
actions to push back against Vladimir Putin.

Senator MENENDEZ. That is not my question. Let’s start with my
question.

Mr. POMPEO. But, Senator

Senator MENENDEZ. My question is, what behavior has the
Kremlin shown that it indicates it wants to get along with the
United States? Is there any? If so, please share it with me.

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I take a backseat to no one with my views
of the threat that is presented to America from Russia. And if I am
confirmed as the Secretary of State, I can assure you this adminis-
tration will continue as it has for the past 15 months to take real
actions to push pack, to reset the deterrence relationship with re-
spect to Russia.

Senator MENENDEZ. Let’s talk about that, because I see that is
in your written statement, and you suggest that there is a robust
response to Russia.

On February 27th, Admiral Mike Rogers, the head of the Na-
tional Security Administration and U.S. Cyber Command, warned
the Senate Armed Services Committee that the Trump administra-
tion has not done enough to stop the Russians. “I believe that
President Putin has clearly come to the conclusion that there is lit-
tle price to pay here and that, therefore, he can continue his activ-
ity.”

On April 3rd, the outgoing National Security Advisor, General
H.R. McMaster, said, and I quote, “We have failed to impose suffi-
cient costs on Russia,” and that the Kremlin’s confidence is grow-
ing.
And then, for your reference, here is a series of mandatory provi-
sions under the Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanc-
tions Act, part of which I helped write, which have not been imple-
mented by the administration: Section 225, mandatory sanctions
related to special Russian crude oil products; Section 226, manda-
tory sanctions with respect to Russia and other foreign financial in-
stitutions; Section 228, mandatory sanctions with respect to certain
transactions with foreign sanctions evaders and serious human
rights abusers in the Russian Federation; Section 231, mandatory
sanctions with respect to persons engaging in transactions with the
intelligence and defense sectors of the Government of the Russian
Federation. There are more.

That is not a robust response to Russia.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Before I turn to Senator Risch, I want to welcome Senator King.
I would like for the people of Maine to know he does this often.
[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. When things are serious, he comes and actually
listens to the testimony. We thank you for doing so.

Senator Risch.

Senator RiscH. Thank you very much.

Mike, thank you for your service at intel, at the CIA. That has
been great.

For those of you on the committee, Senator Rubio and I are the
only two that have the crosspollination, I guess. We have the great
privilege of serving on the Intel Committee. And we hear from the
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heads of all of the 17 agencies that we have that engage in intel-
ligence matters.

And over the years, over the 10 years I have been on it, we have
had numerous heads of agencies come in, and sometimes, frankly,
we feel we are getting stiff-armed. I can tell all of you on this com-
mittee that Mike Pompeo has been candid when he came in before
the Intel Committee. He has been helpful. And he has always been
straightforward with us.

So thank you for your service there. You have earned my respect,
in that regard. And you will certainly get my vote for confirmation
on this job.

I think that that service as head of the CIA is going to serve you
very well, as you know. It served me very well on this committee,
having some of that in-depth knowledge that you don’t necessarily
get in the public media.

Being Secretary of State is unique, I think, as far as the agency
heads are concerned. You, first of all, have the public duties, and
it has been referenced here. It is a very high-profile job, in that you
go around the world being the face of America and doing the kinds
of things that you do.

And your predecessor was very good at that. I thought he carried
the flag as well as anyone could carry it.

This job, however, as Secretary of State, has a couple other facets
to it that you have to do at the same time, and it is hard to keep
all the balls in the air. One of them, of course, is being part of the
management team with the President, as far as managing, really,
the United States.

And, thirdly, and I think very importantly, is the actual manage-
ment of the bureaucracy. And I don’t use “bureaucracy” here in a
pejorative way. The thousands of men and women who are in For-
eign Service who are working with the State Department make us
proud every day. They are bipartisan. They do a great job.

I think that there has been a fair amount of criticism, everyone
knows, that your predecessor did have, was hampered a bit because
he did not have some of those jobs filled that are so important
there. And we all know that, in order to manage an agency like
that, you have to have really good, solid people around you to be
able to make the bureaucracy work in the things that aren’t the
high-profile meetings and what have you around the world.

Could you give us your thoughts, give all of us your thoughts on
how you are going to go about that, because it needs some work.
There is no question about it. And it is going to make your job bet-
ter. It is going to make the State Department work better. So could
you give us your thoughts on that?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, first, thank you for your kind words. I did,
as a CIA Director, I have consistently tried to work closely with
you and provide you everything that you have asked for in a timely
fashion. I think we have succeeded often, if not always. And we
have worked diligently at that. I promise to do that with this com-
mittee as well.

With respect to building a team out of the State Department,
this is something I have done multiple times in my life. I did it as
a tank platoon leader. I did it as a cavalry troop. I did it for two
small businesses in Kansas. And then I worked hard at it at CIA.
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I will it leave to others to judge the success. But I did it because
I knew it was an imperative.

At the State Department, there are too many holes, too many va-
cancies, too many unfilled positions. When that happens, everyone
is stretched thin in the subject matter expertise that is needed to
deliver America’s diplomacy around the world, to conduct its mis-
sion, its humanitarian missions, its development missions. Each of
the missions which are entrusted to the State Department require
talented people on station doing their part, working alongside it.

The way I will think about it is the same way I did at the CIA.
I will start with those things that I think are the biggest gaps and
present the biggest risk to America’s capacity to execute its diplo-
macy. We don’t yet have an Ambassador to South Korea. We need
one. There are a handful of other places that have a requirement
for immediate attention.

With respect to each of those positions, I am a talent hawk. I will
find what I believe to be the best fit to execute America’s diplo-
matic mission around the world. And I will encourage, demand, ca-
jole them to come join the team and be part of our organization in
a way that can successfully deliver. Some of them will be fantastic
civil servants and Foreign Service Officers, others from the outside.
But in each case, I will try to identify the right person to occupy
the position at this challenging time in America’s history.

Senator RIsCH. Thank you very much. You made reference to the
fact that there are ambassadorships that are empty. I think there
are 37 of them. And the good news is that you have a really deep
bench at the State Department. And a good example is in South
Korea.

I had the good fortune of being there, as you know, recently,
doing some things. And the charge d’affaires who is in charge there
has done a fabulous job, as you know.

And we do have that deep bench at the State Department. But,
again, we do need the ambassadorships filled, and we do need, par-
ticularly, I think, the top positions in the department filled, and
people with the authority to act and people with the authority to
do the things that need to be done.

So thank you for that. I have every confidence you will be able
to do that.

Your candor with the Intelligence Committee, I can tell you that,
if you can come in front of that committee and disgorge in a candid
fashion, I have every confidence you are going to be able to do that
here.

So thank you again for your service.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Pompeo, first of all, thank you for your ca-
reer of public service. I want to thank your family, because this
clearly is going to be a family sacrifice. It already has been. But
it will be even more deeply felt by your family. So I very much ap-
preciate all that.

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. I want to follow up on the chairman’s opening
comments about the need for the Secretary of State to be a strong,
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independent voice in the White House, particularly in this White
House, and with the President’s announced policy of America first,
which has been interpreted globally as America alone, which is
your mission, if you are confirmed, to use diplomacy to engage the
international community.

So I want to ask you a couple questions, and I would ask that
you give your views, not the President’s. I want to know your
views.

Secondly, I would hope that you would briefly answer the ques-
tions, because I have a lot of questions I want answered. Please re-
spect the time restrictions that we are operating under.

And let me start first, if I might, with the Iran nuclear agree-
ment that has been referred to. There is no question that Iran is
a bad actor here, and they continue to be a bad actor. And this
Congress, with your help, we passed very strong legislation to pro-
vide additional sanctions against Iran for its nonnuclear violations,
including its ballistic missiles. And we want strict enforcement of
the nuclear agreement.

But it is clear from what the President has announced that he
wants to see changes in the nuclear agreement. It has also been
very clear that Europe has said pretty directly we cannot unilater-
ally, the West, modify the agreement, and that Iran is in compli-
ance with the agreement.

General Dunford has said, unless there is a material breach, we
have an impact in others’ willingness to sign other agreements if
we pull out of this agreement, with reference to North Korea, the
challenges of entering into diplomacy.

So my direct question, if the President determines that you can-
not modify this agreement, and Iran is in compliance, what is your
view as to whether America should withdraw unilaterally from the
Iran nuclear agreement?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I know clearly what my mission is going
to be. The President has made very clear what the Secretary of
State’s mission has been, and I expect no change to that.

Senator CARDIN. I didn’t ask—I asked, what are your views? I
understand that. We have had nominees come before this com-
mittee and express their views——

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator CARDIN.—and are doing very well in this administration,
and who have disagreed with the President, and the President gets
the last word. I understand that.

Mr. PomPEO. I have done it many times.

Senator CARDIN. I want to know your views.

Mr. PomMPEO. I have done it many times, Senator.

I cannot answer that question. Here is why. But let me tell you
how I approach it. Let me tell you how I you how I think about
it. Here 1s how

Senator CARDIN. I

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. If you will, if you will let me tell you
how I think about it, then you can—I want to fix this deal. That
iSs the objective. I think that is in the best interest of the United

tates.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. But if the agreement cannot be
changed—my question is pretty simple. We are running very close
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to a deadline on certification. What is your view? Is it better to pull
out of an agreement that Iran is in compliance with if we can’t fix
it? Or is it better to stay in the agreement as the

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Senator——

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. Yes or no?

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Senator, it is not a yes or no question,
because it is a hypothetical. We are not at that point.

Let me tell—

Senator CARDIN. The President has to certify on May the 12th.

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Yes, sir. That is yet almost a month
away.

It depends, clearly, if we are close—imagine, just as a hypo-
thetical matter, imagine we are close to achieving the fix that the
President has asked the State Department to achieve. If we are
close, if there is some opportunity

Senator CARDIN. Do you pull out, if you are close?

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. In the event—in the event that we con-
clude that we can’t fix this deal, that these serious shortcomings
that you, Senator Cardin, yourself, have identified, then the Presi-
dent is going to be given best advice, including by me.

And if there is no chance that we can fix it, I will recommend
to the President that we do our level best to work with our allies
to achieve a better outcome and a better deal.

Senator CARDIN. By——

Mr. PoMPEO. Even after May 12th, Senator, even after May 12th,
there is still much diplomatic work to be done.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. I think you have answered the
question. You have been

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, just to be clear, it is more than just Eu-
rope.

Senator CARDIN. You have been pretty clear about the outcome
you would like to see in North Korea, which I believe—if I am mis-
stating this, please, let me know—which is regime change. Is that
accurate?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, you have misstated that.

Senator CARDIN. Okay. Are you in favor of regime change in
North Korea?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, my mission is—and I have articulated my
own personal views on this. We have a responsibility to achieve a
condition where Kim dJong-un is unable to threaten the United
States of America with nuclear weapons.

Senator CARDIN. I understand that. So are you saying now you
don’t favor regime change?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have never advocated for regime change.
I have all along——

Senator CARDIN. It is a simple question. So you are not—you do
not believe——

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. I am happy to answer today that I am
not advocating for regime change. Yes, Senator.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. Thank you. I appreciate that. I
want to get that clear.

Let me go on to

Mr. PomPEO. And, Senator, just to be clear, my role as a dip-
lomat is to make sure that we never get to a place where we have
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to confront the difficult situation in Korea that this country has
been headed for now for a couple of decades.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. So let me get to the international
climate talks and agreements that were entered into in Paris, the
fact that every Nation in the world has now joined in that, this is,
as I explained to you as we talked in our office, as you understand,
these are self-imposed goals enforced only by ourselves.

The President has indicated his intentions to withdraw from the
international agreement. It takes a period of time before it becomes
effective.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, sir.

Senator CARDIN. But he has already initiated the process. If it,
in fact, takes place, we would be the only country that is not part
of the agreement.

Do you support the United States withdrawing from the climate
agreements?

Mr. PoMPEO. I share the President’s position precisely, which is
that the Paris Agreement put an undue burden on the United
States of America and that we should work to find a place where
that is not the case. And when that moment arrives, we will be
part of that discussion and reenter that agreement.

Senator CARDIN. So you stand by your——

Mr. PomPEO. That is both my view, and I believe I am speaking
for the administration’s view.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. So you believe self-imposed require-
ments working with the international community, I think I am
quoting you accurately, is dangerously wrong, bows down to radical
environmentalists, and the science is inconclusive. You stand by
those statements today?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, we need to work to arrange a situation
that treats American citizens in the same way that others around
the world

Senator CARDIN. And do you——

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. —So there is a shared burden to attack
this challenge.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. Do you see the challenge, that that
is going to make your job, if confirmed, more challenging?

Your job is to work with the international community, our
friends and foes alike——

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator CARDIN [continuing]. To try to get diplomacy to work.
And yet, the United States would be the only country saying we
do not want to talk to you about climate under the arrangements
that every other country is dealing with. You don’t see a conflict
with that position and trying to be the top diplomat of America, the
leader of the world?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, there are many times that we work with
our allies, and there are many other times when we just don’t see
it the same way.

I give you many indications, many examples of where this ad-
ministration has worked with those same allies.

Just recently, the work that we did against Russia in response
to the attack that took place in Britain, we worked with our Euro-
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pean allies. We did so very closely. This would be after the Presi-
dent’s announcement that he intended to withdraw from Paris.

So it can still work. I will give you another example.

The coalition that this administration has built to put pressure
on Kim Jong-un is unique and historic and important.

So there will be places that our allies come alongside us, and oth-
ers that they don’t. And my task as the chief diplomat will be to
get America’s position well-known and to rally the world to the
causes that benefit America.

I look forward to doing that, if I am confirmed, as well, Senator.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Before I turn to Senator Rubio, I am going to use
30 seconds of my time.

Just on the Iran issue, it is my sense in personal conversation
with the President that if the Europeans do not come along with
3 framework agreement by May 12th, it is likely that he will with-

raw.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, the President has made that very clear.

The CHAIRMAN. And so I do not think Senator Cardin fully—I
don’t think he heard the same thing I heard.

And your sense is that, should that happen, then you would con-
tinue after that time to try to create a better agreement. Is that
what your answer was?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes. Senator, the President has stated his objective.
I have heard him say it to my predecessor or, excuse me, to Sec-
retary Tillerson. I have heard him say that his goal is to take the
three shortcomings that he identified and fix them.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I need to correct the record. I
understand the President’s position. I was asking the nominee’s po-
sition. I wasn’t asking the President’s position. I want to know your
view on it, not the President’s. I understand the President’s view.

The CHAIRMAN. But I think—again, I know this is going to be
highly discussed publicly. I think what Director Pompeo is saying
is that is also his opinion, and that should the agreement then be
negated, he would work for a better agreement after that, should
the framework agreement not come in place by May 12th. Is that
correct?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, that is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Rubio.

Senator RuB10. Thank you.

First, just an editorial statement at the front end.

One of the reasons why I have been—apart from how well I know
the nominee and the work he has done in intelligence, is I think
one of the critical components to be a successful Secretary of State
is that, when the Secretary of State comes to town, leaders and
diplomats need to know that this is someone who is in the inner
circle of the President, that has the President’s trust and speaks
for the administration.

And I can just tell you from experience from the work that we
have done with Director Pompeo that, if confirmed, when he comes
to town, leaders around the world will know that someone who has
not just access to the President but is part of the President’s trust-
ed inner circle and speaks for the President and for his policies—
is just critical for the success of the Secretary of State.



27

And I would imagine, if you have spoken as you have to all the
living Secretary of States, they would have told you that that com-
ponent of that relationship is so important.

And I would just say anything that would undermine that, obvi-
ously, is something that would undermine the ability to do the job
in that way.

I have a series of quick questions, and they are important, be-
cause it gives people some context about your views on foreign pol-
icy and America’s role in the world, which, by the way, predate
your time at the Central Intelligence Agency and includes your
time in the House of Representatives and perhaps even before that.

You still agree, do you not, on the matter of the Russian invasion
of Ukraine, that the United States has an obligation to help
Ukraine defend its sovereignty?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, Senator.

Senator RUBIO. And you still agree that, far from being a great
public service, WikiLeaks is more of like a nonstate actor hostile
to the national interests and security of the United States?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator Rubio, I do believe that.

Senator RUBIO. And I think you still agree that Vladimir Putin’s
government actively interfered in our presidential elections and
elections at large in 2016, and they did so because it is part of a
longstanding theory or belief that, through disinformation and
propaganda, they could win “bloodless wars” against democracies
in the West, including the United States?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, Senator. That is correct.

Senator RUBIO. Of the five main threats facing the United
States—China, Russia, Iran, North Korea and radical jihadists—
they all have one common thread: authoritarianism. Would you
agree that, today, the major faultline in global affairs repeatedly is
the competition, really a global competition between autocratic sys-
tems of governance and the democratic system, that that, in many
ways, has played out over and over again in the foreign affairs of
this country and in global issues?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it is with striking consistency the case
that the countries that share our vision of the world and share our
democratic values are not authoritarian, and those that don’t are
not.

Senator RUBIO. And so, in that vein, you would again agree that
promoting democracy isn’t just a nice thing to do or a good thing
to do, or promoting democracy is not us butting into other people’s
business or invading their sovereignty. So it is more than just a
moral imperative. Promoting democracy is, in the context of that
competition as we have just discussed, promoting democracy is in
the vital national interests of the United States.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, indeed, Senator. And our effectiveness at doing
that is an important tool of American foreign policy.

Senator RUBIO. And there is this ridiculous argument out there
when people talk about Russian interference and their efforts and
so forth that that is no different than what America does when it
moments democracy. There are huge differences, are there not?

For example, when they interfere in an election, they are trying
to influence the outcome. When we promote democracy, we are try-
ing to improve the process, not necessarily who they elect. Some-
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times democracies elect leaders that are not as friendly towards the
United States.

When they interfere in elections, they use government and their
intelligence agencies and the like. When we promote democracy, it
is largely through the work of nongovernmental organizations, who
may receive assistance from our government.

When they undermine democracy, they do it in secret. They hide
it, and they deny it. We do it openly. We brag about it. We are
talking about it here today.

And when we promote democracy, we do it at the invitation of
someone in those countries, whether it is a political party, an orga-
nization, oftentimes the government itself. When they undermine
democracy, they do so against the will of the people of that Nation
and of the governments in place.

There is no equivalence between the promotion of democracy and
Russian and other attempts to interfere in democracy.

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, there is neither an operational equiva-
lence, as you have described it, that is, the methodologies used are
very different, nor is there a moral equivalence between the two ef-
forts. They are fundamentally different in every way, and Amer-
ica’s democracy promotion around the world is conducted in way
that America should be incredibly proud of.

Senator RUBIO. And one of the first things autocratic rulers do,
almost by definition, is they violate the human rights of their peo-
ple and, of course, have no problem violating the human rights of
others, as we have recently seen through war crimes and atrocities
repeatedly committed by an autocratic government in Syria with
the support of autocratic governments in Iran and Russia.

Therefore, I believe you would agree that defending human
rights isn’t just a good thing to do or just the right moral thing to
do, which it most certainly is. Defending human rights is also in
the national interest of the United States of America?

Mr. PoMPEO. I do believe that, Senator.

Senator RUBIO. And it would be a priority at the State Depart-
ment.

Mr. PomMPEO. It would. And not only do I believe it, I think his-
tory would reflect that to be the case.

Senator RUBIO. Now, after the end of the Cold War, we had this
belief that history had ended, and everyone was going to be a de-
mocracy, and everybody was going to embrace capitalism, as we
understand it, with free economics and the like.

That hasn’t really worked out in the case of a lot of places, par-
ticularly China. They have most certainly not embraced democracy.
They have actually gotten more autocratic. And they have em-
braced a definition of the world economic order that basically
means we will take all the benefits of global trade and global eco-
nomics, but we do not intend to live by any of its obligations. And
so I personally believe that it was a terrible mistake that leaders
in both parties have made.

And now, as part of their strategy, you see China doing things
like trying to create strategic depth in Eurasia, their efforts to es-
tablish all these different programs, the Belt and Road Initiative,
Silk Road and Maritime Silk Road. They are not just efforts to cre-
ate new overland trade corridors. They are efforts to, basically,
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make these nations economically, politically, and, eventually, mili-
tarily dependent on and vulnerable to China.

And their maritime borders in the South and East China Sea,
you see that they feel vulnerable and insecure. They see American
allies in Japan, South Korea, Australia, Taiwan.

And so what they are working on now is fracturing our economic
and defense alliances in the Indo-Pacific region. That is why they
are investing billions of dollars in building up their navy and their
air force to be able to establish air and sea denial to the U.S. mili-
tary and, ultimately, make the argument: Don’t count on America’s
defense and/or partnership, because it is just paper. They can’t live
up to it anymore.

What are your recommendations for the President, as far as how
important that challenge is? Otherwise, we are going to wake up
one day and find out we have been driven from the Asia-Pacific re-
gion.

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, as the CIA Director, I have often been
asked, what is the greatest threat to the United States? It is al-
ways hard to prioritize and rank. We have a handful. We have lots
of opportunities as well.

China certainly presents a strategic challenge to the United
States of America. You laid out the various tools and mechanisms
that they are using, mostly economic. The United States needs to
be prepared to respond across each of those fronts, so that we can
find the right ground, the right place, where we can cooperate with
the Chinese where it makes sense for America. And in those places
where it does not, we can confront them and make sure that it is
America’s vision, a democratic vision, that continues to provide
strength and resources for the world.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director Pompeo, thank you for being willing to consider taking
on this responsibility at such a challenging time for the United
States and the world.

This morning, President Trump tweeted out that much of the
bad blood with Russia is caused by the fake and corrupt Russia in-
vestigation. Do you agree with that?

Mr. PoMPEO. The historic conflict between the United States and
the Soviet Union, and now Russia, is caused by Russian bad behav-
ior.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

When you were installed as Director at the CIA, as you said in
your testimony, you swore an oath to support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and do-
mestic. As you pointed out, you have taken that oath six times. You
have graduated from Harvard Law School magna cum laude. You
are an attorney.

. Do?you think Special Counsel Mueller’s investigation is a witch
unt?

Mr. POMPEO. Ma’am, I am going to not speak about any of the
three investigations that I have been a participant in today.

Senator SHAHEEN. Do you think the President has the authority,
recognizing your legal background, does the President have the au-
thority to fire Special Counsel Mueller on his own?
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Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am in no position to make a comment
on that legal question.

Senator SHAHEEN. Would you consider the President firing Rod
Rosenstein over his role in the Special Counsel investigation to be
an abuse of power?

Mr. POMPEO. Ma’am, I came here today to talk about my quali-
fications to be the Secretary of State. I am not going to weigh into
the active investigations that are going on in the House, the Sen-
ate, and the Special Counsel’s investigation.

Senator SHAHEEN. And I appreciate that. That is what we are all
here to talk about. But the fact is, in your testimony, you talk
about the actions of the administration making clear and rightfully
identifying Russia as a danger to our country. And yet, the Presi-
dent tweets out his opinion that the problem with Russia is Bob
Mueller and the investigation.

I think those two are in conflict. And it is hard for me to under-
stand how we can have a Secretary of State who is able to go to
Russia and come to Congress and talk about the challenges and the
threats that Russia faces to our democracy when we have this con-
flicting position from the President of the United States who you
would work for.

And let me just say, you have talked about the actions that have
been taken by this administration, but the fact is the sanctions
that were passed overwhelmingly in the House and Senate that
had bipartisan support have not been fully implemented by this ad-
ministration.

So we have mandatory sanctions related to Russian crude oil
products that haven’t been implemented. We have sanctions with
respect to Russian and other foreign financial institutions not im-
plemented. Sanctions with respect to transactions with foreign
sanctions evaders and serious human rights abusers in the Russian
Federation not implemented yet.

I could go on, but, as the Secretary of State, will you argue that
we need to go ahead and implement the rest of these sanctions in
a way that holds Russia accountable for its interference?

Mr. PoMmPEO. Yes, ma’am, every day. And if I may take just a
moment?

Senator SHAHEEN. Please.

Mr. PoMPEO. So there is still more work to be done on CAATSA.
There is more work to be done on other sanctions provisions as
well. I readily concede that.

Vladimir Putin has not yet received the message sufficiently, and
we need to continue to work at that.

But it hasn’t just been sanctions. The largest expulsion of 60
folks was from this administration. This administration announced
a Nuclear Posture Review that has put Russia on notice that we
are going to recapitalize our deterrent force. In Syria now, a hand-
ful of weeks ago, the Russians met their match. A couple hundred
Russians were killed.

The list of actions that the administration has taken, I am happy
to walk through each of them, but I don’t want to take up more
time.

Senator SHAHEEN. I appreciate that.

Mr. PoMPEO. The list is pretty long, ma’am.
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Senator SHAHEEN. And I certainly agree with that, and I think
those actions are important. But they get undermined by a Presi-
dent who consistently refuses to hold Vladimir Putin accountable
for what Russia has done in the United States. And that presents
a challenge as we go into the 2018 elections, and it presents a chal-
lenge as we work with other democracies around the world where
Russia has done everything possible to undermine Americans’ and
other countries’ citizens’ belief in the workings of democracy.

In response to Senator Rubio, you talked about the importance
of defending human rights as Secretary of State. Certainly, as Sec-
retary of State, you would be this country’s top diplomat, rep-
resenting America’s values in support of diversity and inclusion.
And yet, during your tenure in Congress, you have made state-
ments that have been described as anti-Muslim and anti-LGBT
rights.

So how would you, as Secretary of State, reconcile those positions
and statements that you have taken in Congress with the need to
represent America’s values and defend human rights?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I appreciate the question. Look at my
record, not just these past 15 months. There were the same ques-
tions when I was to be confirmed as CIA Director.

As a CIA Director, I have honored and valued every single CIA
officer, regardless of race, color, you pick it, gender, sexual orienta-
tion. I have treated every one of our officers with dignity and re-
spect. I have promoted them when they deserved it. I have held
them accountable when they deserved that as well.

I promise you that I will do that as the Secretary of State.

Senator SHAHEEN. I appreciate those sentiments, and I appre-
ciated your comments in your testimony saying that you would
support the State Department’s workforce, that it be as diverse in
every sense of the world, race, religion, background, and more. And
yet, you were criticized at the CIA for undermining policies of the
previous administration to improve diversity at the CIA.

Mr. PoMPEO. Ma’am, I don’t know the criticism that you are re-
ferring to. I have to tell you, I didn’t undermine a single policy. We
have emphasized it. We have talked about it. We have worked on
it. I think I am proud of the work that I did to continue to develop
and increase the capacity for the CIA to deliver a diverse work-
force, to meet the challenges, the intelligence challenges, in that
case, around the world.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, I would just say Michael Weinstein, who
is a former Air Force officer who founded the Military Religious
Freedom Foundation, says that he has been seeing increasing com-
plaints from those inside the intelligence community under your
leadership. So I think there have been a number of concerns raised.

Mr. PoMPEO. Ma’am, if I might?

Senator SHAHEEN. Please.

Mr. POMPEO. The number of we call them no-fear complaints, the
statutory requirement decreased from 2016 to 2017 by 40 percent.

Senator SHAHEEN. Good.

Mr. PoMPEO. And I am proud of that. It is not enough. Whatever
the final tally was, it was too many. But I am proud of the record.
Not just—and I do not want to take full credit for that. The work
that my team has done on this, I am incredibly proud of. I sup-
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ported their efforts, and I will do the same—I will behave the same
way, if I am confirmed as the Secretary of State.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. I am out of time.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you so much.

Before turning to Senator Johnson, I just wanted to highlight
that I don’t think enough has been said or made of the fact that
Russia crossed the Euphrates with their own troops and were anni-
hilated. It was really a strong statement that I don’t think many
are paying as much attention to as should. And I appreciate you
highlighting that, incredible steps by our Pentagon.

Senator Johnson.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director Pompeo, thank you for your past service. I also want to
thank you and your family for your willingness to serve in this ca-
pacity. It is a sacrifice.

As you were walking by me, I mentioned that I have read a lot
of testimony for nominees, and this written testimony is probably
as good as I have seen. So anybody interested in this nomination
should really read it.

One of the reasons I liked it is I could see the concepts required
for effective management in it. And, of course, you are going to be
in charge of managing relationships. But the concepts I am talking
about are in your conclusion, the areas of agreement. That is how
you accomplish things, concentrate on the shared purposes, the
shared goals.

Obviously, in your handling of the CIA, you had a strategy in
how you were going to manage that prioritization of tasks. So as
I ask these questions, I want you keeping those concepts in mind.

In managing your relationship with almost all nations, there is
an economic relationship and there is a security relationship. Obvi-
ously, you are not Secretary of Commerce. You are not the U.S.
Trade Representative. You are the Secretary of State. You are con-
cerned, obviously, about security. But our negotiations in terms of
trade are going to have a great effect.

I just joined Steve Daines’ delegation to China, and I was struck
by what they were primarily concerned about. It was the Taiwan
Travel Act. We thought we were going to hear all kinds of things
about tariffs, and they were most concerned about that core area
of their interest, and don’t meddle with that.

But I just want you to comment on, how are you going to deal
with that conflict between the trade relationship and the security
relationship? And the reason I am pointing it out with China is we
were there. We also crossed into the DMZ. We were in the Blue
House, walked into North Korea. And from my standpoint, talking
about priorities, our number one priority with China, the relation-
ship with China, is to get them to continue, and they are effec-
tively, enforcing those sanctions, so that we can bring to conclusion
the dismantlement of the North Korean threat.

So can you speak to that conflict between trade, economic rela-
tionship, and security relationship?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it is complex. At times, they are con-
flicting. At times, they are actually additive. That is, they work to-
gether.
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You can achieve a good economic outcome with a partner coun-
try. You can get assistance in other places on a diplomatic matter
that you care about deeply or on a military matter, a place that you
want them to assist the United States. So there are places that
good diplomacy can lead to making those not in conflict, not zero-
sum alternatives where you have to sacrifice an economic relation-
ship for a security relationship.

How do you do that? You build out teams. The State Department
has an enormous—Under Secretary E has an enormous an eco-
nomic team that, in my judgment, from what I can see over an ex-
tended period of time, has not been able to deliver as much value
as some of the other parts of the economic apparatus of the United
States Government. I am intent on finding the right people to
make sure that we have the tools so that we can make a full-
throated, a broad effort across all elements of the diplomatic spec-
trum.

And where it comes into conflict with security issues, I suppose
it is highly factual and contextual, but the idea—and certainly, we
have seen this with the issues with China today. We thought
through the risks. We identified relative priorities and attempted
to level set them, and then engaged in diplomatic activities such
that challenges that have been presented to China through the ac-
tions that have been taken by this administration over the past
weeks didn’t upset the apple cart with the good work that the Chi-
nese have done helping us on the North Korea challenge.

Senator JOHNSON. Do you agree with me that, in our relationship
with China, our top priority is their cooperation on North Korea?

Mr. PomPEO. It is.

Senator JOHNSON. I mean, currently.

Mr. POMPEO. It is. Today, that is the number one priority for this
administration. I agree with that.

Senator JOHNSON. Would you agree that, in terms of the best
way to bring China into full compliance with all the trade agree-
ments, that working with the other—our other trading partners,
having a good relationship with them, and having us as an alli-
ance, working with China and making sure they actually follow the
rules, would that also be probably the best way of achieving that?

Mr. PoMPEO. I do believe that, Senator.

Senator JOHNSON. What do you think—again, I went over to
China. I really wanted to hear their perspective.

What do you think their primary goal 1s? What is their strategy?
What are they trying to achieve?

And let me just say the three things they listed to us: bring a
billion people out of poverty, improve their environment, and avoid
a financial crisis. Those are their three top priorities that they told
us.
Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I have heard similar things. I have actu-
ally, in my interactions, have heard the economic crisis listed first.
That is, they have this challenge of leverage inside of China today
they have to wind their way out of, and they have to do it through
economic growth. That was their priority.

That has the secondary benefit that you described of bringing the
next several hundred million people into middle-class China.
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When I have spoken with them, those were their two funda-
mental priorities.

Senator JOHNSON. So they have enormous challenges. So I guess
one of my points being is, rather than look at our relationship with
China as a win-lose situation, it sure makes an awful lot of sense
to me to try to redefine that and try to obtain a win-win situation.
Would you agree with that?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I would agree that in most situations in
the world, with a handful of exceptions, there are opportunities to
not make the negotiation, the diplomacy, a zero-sum game.

And with respect to China in particular, I know that is true.

Senator JOHNSON. So to quickly switch to Russia, I think it is a
historic tragedy that Putin has taken this path. Can you describe,
in your words, what path has he taken? What are Russia’s aims?

Mr. PomPEO. I will take Vladimir Putin at his word, that the
greatest failure of the 20th century was the dissolution of the So-
viet Union. I think he believes that in his heart. And I think you
see his actions follow from that, attempts to regain power
through—and to maintain his power and maintain his popularity
through activity taking place outside, by poking America, to main-
tain his not only capability and enormous nuclear arsenal, but also
his desire to be perceived as such, as being perceived as a super-
power.

So I think each of the actions you take are to undermine democ-
racy in the West, such that the Soviet model, the now-Russian
model, is the one that is painted to the world as the one that will
lead the world to greatness. We know that is not true, and we can’t
let that happen.

Senator JOHNSON. So to prevent that from happening, we need
to be fully engaged, particularly in Europe, but anywhere Russia
is pushing and being aggressive.

For example, in the Balkans, I have been over to Serbia and
Kosovo a number of times. I think they are at a hinge point. I want
to encourage you—I think your Assistant Secretary Mitchell has
done a great job of certainly encouraging all of us to pay attention,
so that they decide to continue to look to the West because Russia
offers them nothing.

Can you just quickly comment?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I agree. I would add to that, when you say
everywhere, I would add to locations we see them being adventure-
some in is Latin America as well.

So I agree. We need to push back in each place that we confront
them in by every vector, cyber, economic. Each of those tools that
Vladimir Putin is using, we need to do our best to make sure that
he doesn’t succeed in what we believe his ultimate goal is.

Senator JOHNSON. Again, thank you for your willingness to serve.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Senator Coons.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Corker.

Thank you, Director Pompeo, for your willingness to step forward
and once again serve our country, and to your family and to you
for what has been a long career of public service in the United
States military, as an elected official, as the Director of CIA, and
now for this position.
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I appreciated the conversation we had yesterday, and the oppor-
tunity to follow up on some of the issues we discussed. And I am
optimistic you would follow through on your commitment to fight
for thfz State Department, for USAID, for resources and their per-
sonnel.

I think many of us on this committee have heard over the last
15 months real concerns about management, morale, budget cuts
and the State Department, USAID. And I am optimistic you would
fight for those professionals and you would respect their service.

I am also well-aware that you have a strong and close relation-
ship with the President. And as we discussed, I think a key role
for America’s chief diplomat is to advance not just our narrow in-
terests, our security or economic interests, but to also see our val-
ues as being a key part of those interests.

And T hope that you will both advise the President and, on occa-
sion, stand up to him, if he is doing things with which you dis-
agree, and that you will ensure that he considers the vital role of
diplomacy in responding to the threats we face around the world.

So let me just follow up, if I might, for a moment on a line of
questioning two of my colleagues pursued.

You are a magna cum laude graduate of Harvard Law School. I
couldn’t get into Harvard. I went to Yale Law School. As such, I
would assume that you would agree that rule of law is absolutely
essential to the values that define our democracy. Is that correct?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I only spoke publicly six—five times as a
CIA Director. Each time I spoke publicly, I spoke to—and maybe
there is an exemption. But each time, I spoke at some length about
the importance of the rule of law at the CIA, how we were a crea-
ture of law and how, if we didn’t do that, the fundamental failure
that that would lead to.

I believed it as a CIA Director. I believed it all my life. And I
will believe it as the Secretary of State, if I am confirmed, as well,
Senator.

Senator COONS. I think you made a strong statement that, if con-
firmed, it would be the seventh time you would raise your hand
and swear an oath to the Constitution.

So let me just go back to a line of questioning.

President Trump described Special Counsel Mueller’s investiga-
tion as an attack on what we all stand for, and he has repeatedly
threatened to fire Robert Mueller. He has threatened the investiga-
tion. He has threatened the attorney general in his tweets in ways
I find troubling.

Do you believe Special Counsel Mueller’s investigation is an at-
tack on our country and all we stand for?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I hope you will take—I hope you will take
this the right way. As the Director of the CIA, I have been involved
in that investigation. I have worked with Senators Burr and War-
ner and with congressmen on the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. I have been a participant in Special Counsel
Mueller’s activity.

I think anything I say with respect—I just—I want to avoid that
today. I apologize that I can’t speak more fully to that, but I hope
you will respect the fact that everything that I was asked to do in
my role as CIA Director related to any of these investigations I
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have done with as much thoroughness, as much depth, and as
much alacrity as our organization could achieve.

Senator COONS. I am convinced that if the President were to fire
the Special Counsel, or to interfere with his investigation by firing
Rod Rosenstein with an intention to then interfere with and shut
down this investigation, that it would put the rule of law genuinely
at risk.

If that were the case and if that happened, would you resign
your post as Secretary of State in order to demonstrate that we are
a Nation of laws, not of men?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I haven’t given that question any thought.
My instincts tell me no. My instincts tell me that my obligation to
continue to serve as America’s senior diplomat will be more impor-
tant at increased times of political domestic turmoil.

We have seen this in America before, right? This wouldn’t be the
first time that there has been enormous political turmoil. My recol-
lection of the history is that previous Secretaries of State stayed
the course, continued to do their work, continued to do the require-
ments statutory and constitutional that they had.

Having not given—having not given it a great deal of thought,
I am confident that that is the path that I would take.

Senator COONS. Well, Director Pompeo, I would urge you to give
it some thought. Many of us are giving it some real thought and
have had to do so for months.

And it is regrettable, I think, that we are in a place where we
are seriously discussing this rather than diving into the policy
questions that face us around the world. But I think there are mo-
ments when our values and what we do teaches to the world.

And whether the right course is to resign or engage and to speak
out against it and to counsel against it and to then work to restore
the rule of law, we could debate. But I think it is vital that we
have as our chief diplomat someone who understands our values,
as I believe you do, and who is willing to fight for them, even by
taking dramatic steps, like a resignation, in order to signal vig-
orous disapproval of what the President has done or might do.

Let me move on to another area, if I might.

When discussing Saddam Hussein, President Trump has said,
and I quote, “He was a bad guy, a really bad guy. But you know
what he did well? He killed terrorists. He did that so good. They
didn’t read them their rights. They didn’t talk. They were terror-
ists. It was over.”

And while we could debate whether or not Saddam Hussein was
a good guy or a bad guy, I think it is important—this is another
example, much like something we discussed, the President of the
Philippines and his conduct, where challenging an ally or chal-
lenging the historical record on behalf of our rights is important,
and our values.

So to what extent do you think that actions that curtail humans
rights and erode processes like due process and the rule of law by
foreign governments actually fuels instability, strengthens terrorist
threats, that when we are perceived as being on the side of a quick
and violent result, rather than the rule of law and a just result,
it actually makes us less safe?
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Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I think I agree with the—if I understood
the premise of the question correctly, I think I agree with it as laid
out, but I will try and repeat it for you and see if I got it right.

I agree. American behavior matters. The way we behave around
the world, our activities, the things we choose to do and not to do
matter. They are reflective.

One of the best memories I have had so far as CIA Director is
I was with a partner intelligence service leader who had been at
this a lot longer than I had, and we were walking in a dusty place.
And the CIA had done great work alongside them. They had been
a great partner for us as well.

He turned to me, and he said, “You know, the most important
thing that America has done for my team? It is great that you give
us some help. It is great that you teach us some technology and
some tools. The most important thing you have done for us is you
have set an example. You see officers behaving professionally, hav-
ing boundaries, existing under the rule of law, communicating. All
the professional behavior that your officers have exhibited has been
the most important thing you have done for our organization. You
have made us better.”

And so to your point, I think that is an example where, put aside
the policy or the work we did, the substantive work we did, it was
America’s norms that had proven truly valuable to this foreign
partner. I was incredibly proud to be the Director.

Senator COONS. I am glad to hear that example and to hear you
repeat our shared commitment to the rule of law as a core Amer-
ican value. But I do think that we are in a time when we are going
to have to confront questions about what we are willing to do in
order to demonstrate our fealty to the rule of law as a foundational
principle of our country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Just to give everyone a state of play, it is my understanding we
may have a vote at 2 o’clock, so we won’t have one soon. It is my
plan just to keep going.

So until that time, if our witness needs to take a break for other
reasons, Mary Elizabeth, just text Todd, and we will make that
happen.

And with that, Senator Flake.

Mr. POMPEO. Any good diplomat can outlast the folks he is talk-
ing to, Senator. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. I noticed you haven’t been drinking any water.
[Laughter.]

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Director, for the testimony so far. I had to pop
out for another hearing, so I apologize if I plow any old ground.

But can we talk about Iran for a minute? With the JCPOA, Iran
has already realized much of the benefit from this agreement, in
terms of money being released. Is that correct?

Mr. PomPEO. They have received great benefit from the JCPOA,
economic benefit from the JCPOA. Yes, that is correct.

Senator FLAKE. If we were to somehow get out of the agreement,
would there be an attempt to claw some of that money back?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I haven’t considered that.
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Senator FLAKE. I do not think that is a——

Mr. PomPEO. I would think that unlikely.

Senator FLAKE. Yes.
hMr. PoMPEO. There is not a tool inside the agreement to achieve
that.

Senator FLAKE. Right. That is my understanding, as well.

So, in effect, Iran has already realized much of the benefit from
the agreement. But if we were to exit the agreement now, we
would give them reason to renege on the agreements that they
have made on the nuclear side. Is that right?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, they are still receiving enormous economic
benefits, even as we sit here this morning. So there is continued—
so there is continued interest on the part of Iran to stay in this
deal. It is in their own economic self-interest to do so.

And I guess I would add, Iran wasn’t racing to a weapon before
the deal. There is no indication that I am aware of that, if the deal
no longer existed, that they would immediately turn to racing to
create a nuclear weapon today.

Senator FLAKE. My concern is certainly that they have realized
the benefits of the agreement.

In the end, I voted against the agreement. I applauded the last
President for negotiations. I thought that it should have been pre-
sented as a treaty before this body. I think it would have been a
better agreement, and something that I could have supported.

But now that it is in effect, and Iran has realized the benefits
of it economically, I think that we ought to think long and hard
about giving Iran now the ability, if we exit the agreement, to con-
tinue on, on the nuclear side and not uphold the obligations that
they agreed to under the treaty. I know that is being considered.

And then the other, with regard to North Korea, I am happy that
the President is talking, that discussions at the highest level are
had. I have always agreed that Presidents and Secretaries of State
and others ought to talk to rogue leaders. But I am concerned, I
think a lot of Americans are, that these discussions that usually
take place in that regard at the head of state level are preceded
by a lot of negotiations, meetings, and deliberation by people like
yourself and your able diplomats, who, if you are confirmed, you
will have at the State Department.

Do you have some of those concerns as well, that this first meet-
ing that is being discussed will take place perhaps prematurely be-
fore the hard negotiations that must be done by skilled diplomats
simply will not have been done?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, there is work being done today in prepara-
tion for the President’s proposed meeting with Kim Jong-un. So the
American people and you should know, there is work being done
in preparation for that.

The President’s view has been, and I agree with him, that the
model that we have used previously, long negotiations to get the
two leaders to the table, hasn’t happened. We haven’t had that op-
portunity to have these two leaders sit together to try to resolve
this incredibly vexing, difficult challenge.

So the President has judged that if the two of—there will be lots
of work to do. No one is under any illusions that we will reach a
comprehensive agreement through the President’s meeting. But to
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enable, to set out the conditions that would acceptable to each side,
for the two leaders who will ultimately make the decision about
whether such an agreement can be achieved and then set in place,
I am optimistic that the United States Government can set the con-
ditions for that appropriately, so that the President and the North
Korean leader can have that conversation and will set us down the
course of achieving a diplomatic outcome that America so—America
and the world so desperately need.

Senator FLAKE. Is there some concern that exiting the Iran
agreement might play poorly with regard to a possible agreement
with the North Koreans? It would seem that, if you are the North
Korean leader or negotiators on that side, they might be concerned
about our reliability, in terms of signing an agreement, if the next
President can simply exit it.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, while I will concede we do not know pre-
cisely what Kim Jong-un is contemplating, how he is thinking
about his option set today, I have read lots of the analysis with re-
spect to what his concerns—how he is thinking about the chal-
lenges he faces today with the enormous economic pressure that
has been placed upon him. And the list of things that he is think-
ing about do not involve other deals throughout history. It is not—
it is not the case he is focused on how—did we pull out of the
START Treaty?

He is thinking about how it is he can set conditions so that we—
while we talk about complete, verifiable, reversal of his nuclear
program, he is thinking about the sustainment of his regime. What
are the tools, what are the assurances that can be put in place that
aren’t reversible? He is going to be looking for something more
than a piece of paper. He is going to be looking for a set of condi-
tions to be put in place so that he can undertake a task of
denuclearizing his country that, for decades, no one believed could
occur.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you. Turning to Africa for a minute, Sen-
ator Coons and I just traveled to four countries in Africa, including
Zimbabwe.

Zimbabwe is going through a transition, and they have a new
leader. Elections are scheduled for July and August. And we don’t
have an Ambassador there.

Will you commit to ensure that we have an Ambassador on the
ground—and a lot of that depends on us, but we move tend to move
it through as quickly as we can in this committee—but an Ambas-
sador on the ground in Zimbabwe when that transition occurs,
when the elections are held?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, Senator. It will, actually, in the first instance,
depend on me and the President to get a nomination to you, and
I commit to doing that post haste, if I am confirmed.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you. I will take offline some additional
questions on Cuba. We have had some private discussions on this.

I am concerned, in a similar vein, that we have just a skeletal
staff there in the Embassy, given the issues that occurred there.
But I think that it is an important time there. We are going any
a non-Castro head of state for the first time later this month.

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes.
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Senator FLAKE. So anyway, if we could beef that staff up, it
would be great as well. Thank you.

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Senator Flake.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Udall.

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

And thank you for your service, Director Pompeo. And we really
appreciate having your family here, and look forward to you an-
swering our questions.

I want to follow up. I have worked with Senator Flake quite a
bit on Cuba, and follow up on the Cuba issue. Cuba is about to
choose its first leader who is not a Castro. Yet, the U.S. presence
in the country has been reduced significantly. And as a result,
other countries are filling this vacuum.

Will you work to help improve ties with Cuba, a relationship that
benefits many States hoping to increase trade with the island? As
you know, when I visited with you in my office, I talked about how
many Governors have gone to Cuba with their agricultural folks,
and said we—Cuba has 11 million people. We want to sell food
products to them, agricultural products to them.

So will you work to improve ties with Cuba?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I recall joking with you about Kansas
wheat.

The answer to your question is, yes. Senator Flake had asked
about the diplomatic presence there. I think everyone is aware of
some of the concerns, but I will assure you, and I will assure Sen-
ator Flake, as well, we will, consistent with making sure we can
keep these folks safe, we will build out a team there that will de-
liver American diplomacy to Cuba in a way that represents the fin-
est of America.

Senator UDALL. Now, as you know, U.S. internet companies,
Cuba has very, very little internet capacity. And this is one of the
things that I think really could open Cuba up to the world.

Do you believe United States companies should lead the effort to
help bring the internet to Cuba?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, that question sounds like there may be
something buried there that I may not be aware of. So if I
might

The CHAIRMAN. There is. [Laughter.]

Senator UDALL. Now, come on, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. POMPEO. So at the risk of demonstrating ignorance, I would
prefer the chance to talk to my experts at the State Department
and work my way through it.

Senator UDALL. Okay. And there is not really a trick there. I
mean, I have worked with a number of members of this committee
and others outside the committee to try to push the effort to have
the internet be a big part of our first push in Cuba.

As you know very well, and we talked about this in my office,
too, the State Department and the Defense Department work hand-
in-glove on these crucial issues. The job of the State Department
is to try to make sure we don’t get into unnecessary wars. Your
work, I think, is to work hard at diplomacy, search for peace, do
what we can, and make sure that we don’t get into another war.
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Are you committed to robust diplomacy, as our Ranking Member
Senator Menendez talked about, and committed to do everything
you can to prevent future wars?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, sir.

Senator UDALL. Thank you.

I am going to follow up also on several members, on the Iran
deal. Director Pompeo, the Iran deal has effectively cut off all path-
ways to an Iranian nuclear weapons program. Compliance has been
certified repeatedly by the International Atomic Energy Agency
and both Israeli and U.S. intelligence agencies, one which you over-
see. Yet, you have said that, and I quote here, “Iran will have the
freedom to build an arsenal of nuclear weapons at the end of the
commitment.”

However, even when the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
sunsets under the current deal, Iran will still remain a signatory
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and a party to the IAEA’s addi-
tional protocol. IAEA inspectors are not going anywhere. And if
they did, the United States and the global community would have
ample time to react to any breakout. In fact, the international com-
munity, through the Secretary General, spoke out as to the impor-
tance of the JCPOA very recently.

This position, in light of your apparent support for U.S. policy of
regime change in Iran, really, the contrast there really upsets me.

In 2014, you said you would have preferred military strikes to
the JCPOA, and I quote here, this is your quote, “It is under 2,000
sorties to destroy the Iranian nuclear capacity. This is not an in-
surmountable task for the coalition forces.”

Is this your current position? And are you for a first military
strike?

Mr. POMPEO. I am not, Senator. I am absolutely not. I don’t think
that is what I said that day. I would have to go back and review,
with respect to the quote that you provided.

I know a little bit more about what it would take today. But in
terms of what I described as the capacity to achieve what I was
speaking to that day, I think I am still pretty close.

But there is no doubt that this administration’s policy and my
view is that the solution to preventing Iran from getting a nuclear
weapon, to finding ourselves in the same place we are in North
Korea in Iran, is through diplomacy.

Senator UDALL. Do you have any evidence to dispute the TAEA
assessment that Iran is in full compliance with the JCPOA?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, with the information that I have been pro-
vided, I have no—I have seen no evidence that they are not in com-
pliance today. I think your question is, do you have any? The an-
swer is no.

Senator UDALL. Yes. And I would just hope—I am very near to
the end of my time here. I would just hope that you understand
that the international community and the United States working
together is what got us to the point where we are. And so I think
it would be very unfortunate if we are the one that pulls back and
sets the stage for a very chaotic future.

Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PomPEO. Thank you, Senator Udall.
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The CHAIRMAN. Before turning to Senator Cardin, on that note,
do you have any sense that, Chancellor Merkel and Macron’s visits
here, will that subject matter be discussed? They will be here be-
fore May 12th.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have not seen the agenda, but I would
be shocked if it didn’t come up.

The CHAIRMAN. And so there is still the possibility of the three
that matter coming together on a framework. And as we get closer
to that time, maybe people will be a little more focused on that oc-
curring.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, having had some interactions with my Eu-
ropean counterparts, I am confident that issue will be discussed at
some length. It is important to them, and I know they will raise
their hopes and concerns when they travel here to the United
States in the coming days.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director Pompeo, congratulations on the nomination.

To your family, thank you for your commitment to service. This
is no easy task that you are about to take part of, and I appreciate
your willingness to serve our country once again. Thank you.

Director Pompeo and I had an incredible opportunity to serve to-
gether on the House Energy and Commerce Committee for a num-
bers of years.

Mr. PoMPEO. We were with Senator Markey.

Senator GARDNER. There are several of us on this committee.

And we had the opportunity to sit next to each other, to work
together, and I can tell my colleagues on the committee that there
is no one who came better prepared with more understanding of
the issues and always looking for a creative answer. And the dili-
gence that he pursued that work to find that creative solution I
think is something that I always admired about his work in the
House. I know that continued as Director of the CIA and will con-
tinue upon his confirmation at the State Department.

I have one request, Director Pompeo, that is very important to
me. As Secretary of State, Kansas will have no greater authority
over water than they do right now—so anyway, we won’t get into
water fights between Colorado and Kansas right now.

I would like to submit, for the record, if I could ask consent to
submit a letter written by former senior government officials with
national security experience and administrations of different par-
ties or on Capitol Hill, people including General Alexander, Mi-
chael Allen, Jeremy Bash, General Mukasey, ask, for the record, it
to be submitted.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The material referred to above is located at the end of this tran-
script beginning on page 278.]

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director Pompeo, you and I have had a number of opportunities
to talk about Asia. And if you look at Asia, it was written once that
this is the most consequential region for America’s future. The
largest armies in the world will camp in Asia. The most powerful
navies in the world will gather. Over one half of the world’s com-
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merce will take place. Two-thirds of the world will travel. Five of
America’s seven defense treaties, located in Asia. It is the region
where two superpowers will compete to determine which world
order will prevail.

Director Pompeo, several us on the committee, Senator Markey,
Senator Rubio, and I, are working on legislation that would help
speak with one voice, the administration and the Congress, when
it comes to Asia, creating a reassurance initiative that will allow
us to focus on three areas: economic matters; security matters; rule
of law, democracy matters.

Over the last Congress, we held a numbers of hearings, focusing
on those three areas, and in addition, a fourth hearing that focused
on this reassurance initiative and our effort to understand the fu-
ture of the U.S.-China relationship, something that at times has
been described as a Thucydides Trap by both Graham Allison and
I believe President Xi when he was here.

Director Pompeo, do you believe it is important that Congress
and the administration speak with one voice as it relates to Asia
and our Asia policy?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I do. You shared the outlines of that legis-
lation to me. I look forward to working with you to see if we can
get it right and do good for America by joining together to accom-
plish that.

Senator GARDNER. Can you share with me some of the priorities
you think should be in a comprehensive Asia policy?

Mr. PoMPEO. Goodness. So step one, obviously, is diplomacy,
making sure that there aren’t mistakes, that we don’t talk past
each other. We don’t end up—you talked about Thucydides Trap.
The ability to avoid that almost certainly depends on the capacity
for the two nations to speak to the things that they have as their
central interests, their core interests, and then those things that
are second-order importance, where cooperation will be the mark of
the day. I think diplomacy leads that effort.

As I think we would all agree, absent a strong America, the rest
of the things pale in comparison. We have to make sure we have
robust economic growth. The underpinnings of our capacity to have
the leverage to achieve good diplomatic outcomes depend on that.
And so we need to be sure that America does the things it needs
to do so we have not just 2018, 2019, and 2020, but a long-term
horizon of economic prosperity.

Senator GARDNER. I think you would agree with me as well that
the creation of a long-term policy, a generational policy, so to
speak, on Asia, an Indo-Pacific strategy, is what we need, not just
a 4-year, 8-year presidential-term strategy.

Mr. PoMmPEO. That is right. That is why what you describe is im-
portant, because when questions get asked about China, we can
never forget that they live in a complicated region with lots of
countries with widely varying interests, and a Chinese Government
that is intent on expanding their capacity to have not only eco-
nomic influence in those countries, but using that economic tool to
achieve political influence in those countries, as well.

We need a thoughtful, long-term strategy that prevents that from
taking place.
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Senator GARDNER. We will get into China a little bit more either
now or during the next round of questions, but I think it is impor-
tant to note that, even today, China has announced live-fire exer-
cises in the Taiwan Strait. We have seen the clear militarization
of the South China Sea. And these are just a few of the challenges
we have that have been lingering for a number of years, but, cer-
tainly, increasing in their importance today.

I want to shift right now, though, to North Korea. Do you agree
with Secretary Mattis that North Korea is the most urgent security
threat the United States faces?

Mr. PompEoO. I do.

Senator GARDNER. This committee has led the efforts over the
past several years to increase maximum pressure on North Korea
and Kim Jong-un regime with passage of legislation, the North
Korea Sanctions Policy Enhancement Act, and also working to-
gether to assure maximum pressure is applied.

Senator Markey and I have introduced legislation known as the
LEED Act, the Leverage to Enhance Effective Diplomacy, which
would impose a trade embargo on Pyongyang and its enablers.

Will the administration’s maximum pressure and engagement
policy mean a continued pursuit of third-party entities and finan-
cial institutions who engage in significant trade with Pyongyang?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator GARDNER. Will you commit to advance this LEED Act
and others like it that include mandatory sanctions against these
entities?

Mr. PoMPEO. Well, I am not familiar with the details.

Senator GARDNER. It is a great bill. [Laughter.]

Mr. PoMPEO. The President has made clear, the continuation of
the pressure campaign is the tool that enables the opportunity to
achieve a successful diplomatic outcome in North Korea.

Senator GARDNER. And, briefly—we have about a minute left
here—can you share with me the exact goals of the presidential
summit between the United States and North Korea?

Mr. PomMPEO. Yes, I believe I can. It is to develop an agreement
with the North Korean leadership, such that the North Korean
leadership will step away from its efforts to hold America at risk
with nuclear weapons, completely and verifiably.

Senator GARDNER. To be clear, again, the only goal the United
States has as it relates to North Korea is the complete and
verifiable, irreversible denuclearization of the North Korean re-
gime.

Mr. PoMPEO. I want to be careful about “complete.” North Korea
also has a significant military arsenal, one of the largest armies in
the world. We need to ensure that we continue to provide a stra-
tegic deference framework for our allies in the region, the South
Koreans, the Japanese, and others as well.

But the purpose of the meeting is to address this nuclear threat
to the United States.

Senator GARDNER. And our goal remains, the complete and
verifiable, irreversible denuclearization.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, sir. That is correct.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
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Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director Pompeo, congratulations for this nomination.

During the negotiation over the Iran nuclear deal in 2014, you
opposed the deal and you stated, “It is under 2,000 sorties to de-
stroy the Iranian nuclear capacity. This is not an insurmountable
task for the coalition forces.”

A number of people opposed the deal, but you were somewhat
unique in publicly venturing the thought that military action might
be preferable to a deal or easier than some folks were suggesting.

Where did you get the notion that destroying Iran’s nuclear ca-
pacity could be accomplished with 2,000 air sorties?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it was based on things that I had learned
as a Member of Congress.

Senator KAINE. Your military career and as a member of the
House Intel Committee?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, yes. I think that is right. I am trying to
remember the timing of the statement. I think I would have been
serving on the Intelligence Committee, at that point in time.

Senator KAINE. Would you have—at the time, did you have any
reluctance to share that assessment publicly? That seems like a
pretty specific sort of assessment. To say I am confident in our ca-
pacity, is one thing. To publicly discuss that it would be 2,000 sor-
ties to wipe out the Iranian nuclear capacity struck me as odd.

Did you have any reluctance to share that, at the time?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, that wasn’t—mno classified information was
contained in that simple statement.

Senator KAINE. Wouldn’t that sort of specificity probably rely on
an awful lot of classified information or——

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, 2,000 is a pretty big, round number. This
was—this was—there was no effort here to make any—it might
have been 1,000. It might have been 3,000, all right? There was no
aim to communicate it.

But I actually, to your point——

Senator KAINE. Well, you weren’t trying to be inaccurate in
your——

Mr. PoMPEO. No, Senator. Absolutely not. I never try to do that.

But if I might, and we may disagree about this, Senator, I do
think it is important—I absolutely think it is important to provide
diplomats with the opportunity to be successful. Countries that are
adverse to us do not often accede to our desires absent a rationale
for doing so, right? So diplomats——

Senator KAINE. Let me ask you——

Mr. PoMPEO. Diplomats without any strength, diplomats without
any capacity, are just sitting there talking.

Senator KAINE. And I agree. I think stating that we have a lot
of capacity is one thing. I was just struck by the specificity.

Would it be your norm to share that kind of information publicly
in such specific detail?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am confident, if I had done it multiple
times, you would raise them with me here today.

Senator KAINE. Your assessment, I wonder whether your assess-
ment, did you assume that Iran might respond to an attack by the
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Un‘i>ted States, or were you just assuming that they would do noth-
ing?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I don’t know that I was—I don’t know in
the context of that statement that I was thinking about——

Senator KAINE. But you would agree with me that the extent of
force that the U.S. would need to use to destroy Iran’s nuclear ca-
pacity would depend pretty significantly on whether Iran would
fight to protect against an attack on its own soil.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, sir. Absolutely, Senator.

Senator KAINE. And then you venture that the attack would not
be an insurmountable task for coalition forces. And I curious that,
too.

Most of our coalition forces in 2014 were sitting around the table
with us, trying to do a peaceful negotiation to end Iran’s nuclear
capacity. It sounds as though you had confidence that the U.S.
could not do a deal and then convince coalition partners to join us
in bombing Iran.

I am curious what coalition partners you were thinking about as
you made that comment.

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I wasn’t—I wasn’t thinking of any par-
ticular coalition partners when I made that statement.

Senator KAINE. Okay. Those comments when I heard them about
the relative ease of a war against Iran reminded me of the run-up
to the Iraq war. Vice President Cheney said we would be greeted
as liberators. The President said there were definitely weapons of
mass destruction. Secretary Rumsfeld said the invasion would
largely be self-financing and would last “5 weeks or 5 months. It
is certainly not going to last any longer.”

Of course, we know that the cost to the United States was 4,400
soldiers dead, 500,000 Iraqis dead, a price tag now topping $3 tril-
lion, and unprecedented turmoil in the region. And most of those
facts were known at the time that you made that statement in
2014.

Let me say this, I am one of two Senators who serve on the both
the Foreign Relations and the Armed Services Committees. I rep-
resent a State that is deeply committed to the Nation’s military
mission. I have a son in the military. I honor your military service,
your entire public service.

I think my mission on these two committees is sort of two things:
dramatically reduce the risk of unnecessary war; raise the prob-
ability that we decisively win any war that we need to be in.

I also firmly believe that we shouldn’t be at war without a vote
of Congress. And your actions as a House Member suggest that you
and I probably see this somewhat the same way.

In 2011, I criticized President Obama for putting us into military
action against Libya without a vote. And you voted twice to oppose
military action unless it was authorized by Congress.

In 2014, President Obama came to this committee to ask for the
military authority to strike Syria. You supported that in the House.
I supported it here in the Senate. The committee supported it.

Now, President Trump has fired—ordered missile strikes fired at
Syria last year. He didn’t seek congressional approval. The U.S.
conducted airstrikes against the Syrian military in February with-
out congressional approval.



47

The President is tweeting that he might do additional military
strikes in Syria now, and he is also aiming words directly at Rus-
sia.

S As far as I know, Syria has not declared war against the United
tates.

Has Congress given the President specific authority to wage war
against Syria?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I think you and I actually do share similar
bias for the executive and legislative branches both to be involved
when such momentous decisions about war are undertaken.

Now that I am in the executive branch, my views on that have
not changed.

Senator KAINE. And you would agree with me that waging war
requires a both a domestic and an international legal justification?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes. Yes, Senator, I would.

With respect, you asked—I don’t want to dodge your very specific
question. You asked about Syria.

For a long time, multiple administrations have found that the
President has authority to act and take certain actions without
first coming to Congress to seek approval. Whether it was Kosovo,
the list from Democrats and Republicans is long and like.

Senator KAINE. Let me ask:

Mr. PoMPEO. Just to close, I share your view. In each case where
it is—where we can, America and our soldiers and sailors, airmen
and marines are better off if we have the entirety of the United
States Government working together in having authorized the ac-
tivity.

Senator KAINE. For the past year, I have been trying to secure
the administration’s detailed legal justification for last April’s
strikes on the Shayrat military base in Syria. The administration
has not fully provided it. And there is reportedly a memo that is
laying out a description of what the President or the administra-
tion feels are the appropriate executive powers.

Would you support the release of the unclassified portion of that
memo to Congress so that we can see what the President thinks
his powers are and engage in a productive dialogue about that?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I learned about this memo. I think you
shared it with me. I was unaware of that. I promise I will work
alongside you to do the best I can to get you that information. And
if it is a classified version of it that you have a right as a member
of the legislative branch to see, I will work to get you that. And
if it is an unclassified version, we will work to achieve that as well.

Senator KAINE. Excellent. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Before turning to Senator Young, so then, specifically, a surgical
strike against—let’s just use the last one that occurred with 59
Tomahawk missiles. Do you believe that does require an authoriza-
tion from Congress?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, multiple administrations have taken those
kinds of activities under the President’s authority.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. So I was ranking member when our chair-
man and I and the committee wrote an authorization for the use
of force against Syria, that, unfortunately, was not used and has
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changed the course of history, unfortunately, and displaced millions
of people and hundreds of thousands of people are dead. And not
to say that that would have necessarily prevented all of that, but
it certainly would have changed the trajectory significantly.

I agree with you, and I have shared that with the President just
in the last very short period of time, that I do not believe that
should he choose to take a surgical strike against Syria, that an
authorization from us is necessary, just based on a body of evidence
that we have and the things that have occurred in the past.

And I, like you, opposed strongly what we did in Libya. And I
think that is complicating our efforts in North Korea, because of
obvious reasons.

So with that, Senator Young?

Senator YOUNG. Welcome, Mr. Director. Congratulations on your
nomination.

My point of emphasis, as I start here, won’t be on trying to iden-
tify some areas of principled disagreement. I suspect, if we worked
hard enough, we might be able to find some of those. But I want
to emphasize the importance of having a smart, experienced indi-
vidual as our next Secretary of State. Based on my time serving
with you in the House of Representatives, you have certainly
checked those boxes.

And we also need a leader who is credible, not just with our own
President, but with leaders around the world. And you have also
checked that box.

So I want to encourage you, and I anticipate supporting you.

In our March visit in our office, we spent much of our time talk-
ing about crises around the world. You will certainly be immersed
in these, should you be confirmed. But we also spent a lot of time
talking about communication, the level of responsiveness of the
State Department. And I was quite candid with you about my un-
happiness from time to time with the Department of State and the
level of responsiveness I had seen over the last year or so, though
it has significantly improved. There has been an uptick in dialogue
between the department and my office, and I think this committee
more generally, in recent months.

We have an Article One responsibility, which you understand
very well. This is the committee of jurisdiction that oversees the
State Department. And I just want to get you on record here.

You indicated in your prepared statement that you are prepared
to pick up our calls on the first ring. I think that is exactly the sort
of message that you ought to be sending.

So to be clear, do you commit to ensure that the Department of
State provides timely and responsive answers to me and my office?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, as the CIA Director, I adopted the Leon
Panetta model, which was, more time, more cups of coffee, have
real interactions, whether you agree or disagree with a particular
Member. To do that and to provide the committee the documents
to which they are duly entitled as elected officials, I promise to do
that for you.

Senator YOUNG. That is refreshing. Thank you.

Mr. Director, do you agree that the U.S. national security—our
national security depends in large measure on a vibrant and grow-
ing economy?
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Mr. PomPEoO. I do.

Senator YOUNG. In your prepared testimony, you mentioned Chi-
na’s systematic policies of stealing our intellectual property, of
forced technology transfer, and associated activities. You also men-
tioned just moments ago that China is using mostly economic tools
against us to achieve broader geopolitical, geostrategic ends.

Do you believe these policies by Beijing have already undermined
and, if they continue unabated, will continue to undermine our
ability as a country to realize our potential for economic growth, to
incentivize investment in key technologies and key sectors of our
economy, and to sustain the financial wherewithal that is required
to defend our country and advance our values worldwide?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, Senator, I do. I think those risks are real. I
think they are on us today. That is, I think we are in the midst
of that. This is not some future risk that is presented to the coun-
try. I think we have to confront it today.

Most directly on point is the enormous amount of intellectual
property that has left the hands, sometimes taken, sometimes co-
erced out of the hands of U.S. companies. The imagination, cre-
ativity of the American workforce has delivered it, and the Chinese
have taken it away from us. We have to develop a robust set of
tools—there are a bunch of tools that we need, and to do that well,
such that we can prevent that from continuing to happen in the fu-
ture.

Senator YOUNG. Relatedly, earlier, you spoke of the need for, my
words, a China strategy. So my sense is, you believe we need a
whole-of-government, well-coordinated, informed, strategic response
to China’s coercive, illicit, and deceptive economic and trade prac-
tices.

Is that correct?

Mr. PomMPEO. That is correct, Senator Young.

Senator YOUNG. I do, too. That is why I intend to introduce this
month some legislation on this very topic.

I am going to require, through this legislation, working with my
colleagues and the administration, the periodic production of a na-
tional economic security strategy. I welcome the opportunity to
work with the administration, you, in particular, and any colleague
who shares these goals.

I think we will get this across the line. It is needed now more
than ever.

Do you believe that a U.S. response, Mr. Director, to China will
be more effective if we assemble a multilateral coalition of allies
and key trade partners who also suffered, due to Beijing’s economic
policies and trade practices, to create a unified international front
to apply maximum pressure on Beijing to achieve our objectives, as
opp(‘)?sed to a merely bilateral dynamic, which I perceive we have
now?

Mr. PoMPEO. I agree with that. I mean, conceptually, if we can
get the countries of Southeast Asia, more broadly in Asia, and oth-
ers to jointly set up a framework that achieves what it is that you
have described as our objective, we are far more likely to achieve
most or all of it.

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Director, given the challenges we confront
with Russia, Iran, North Korea, China, and beyond, do you believe
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our Nation’s need for effective diplomacy will decrease in the com-
ing year or 2?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, that seems unimaginable. But if I am good
enough, I am hopeful that we can begin to take some of these chal-
lenges away.

I was mindful, I had all the former CIA Directors in, nearly all
of them attended. And to a person, they had been there, some of
them, 20 and 25 years ago. They said, Mike, the stack has only got-
ten longer. We have not pulled one of these problem sets from the
pile.

And we need to do that. We need to start to solve some of these.

Senator YOUNG. So your response, though humorous, actually is
something I would like to shine a light on. Because the previous
occupant of the Secretary of State position once indicated that part
of the rationale behind his funding request for the Department of
State was that there would be less of a need, on account of highly
effective, near-term diplomacy, for as much funding.

Now, any large organization here in Washington or beyond can
be made more efficient, and we can identify funding decreases that
might be made. But I would regard it as a risky strategy to assume
that your highly effective diplomacy is going to be a strong rational
for funding cuts.

Are you operating under the premise that highly effective diplo-
macy will lead to lower funding requests in the international ac-
count?

Mr. PoMPEO. No. When I said that I am optimistic, I hopeful.
This is the task in which we are engaged, but I can’t see anything
in the 6- or 12- or 24-month time horizon that would permit us to
have any less demand for diplomatic resources.

Senator YOUNG. That strikes me as responsible. Thank you, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Former House Energy Committee cohort to the witness, Senator
Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. Along with Senator Gardner and
many others, many, many members.

So welcome, sir.

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you.

Senator MARKEY. I want to talk about the threat of nuclear war.

In North Korea, I am glad to hear that you believe that we
should exhaust all options before resorting to military conflict. I
agree with you. But I do not believe that we have yet exhausted
all options. You have spoken about setting conditions for success in
advance of President Trump’s meeting with Kim Jong-un, and I am
right now very concerned that the lack of a coherent policy in
North Korea could lead to a very poor meeting.

And if that meeting goes poorly, some might reach the conclusion
that both economic pressure and diplomatic engagement have
failed. National Security Advisor John Bolton has recently outlined
the case for preventative military strikes on North Korea.

Are there any conditions under which you would support pre-
ventative military strikes against North Korea as Secretary of
State?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, thanks for the question.
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That phrase, “preventive military strikes,” has a long history.
Lots of folks have different views. I want to be careful. There is a
legal view. There is preemption. I want to stay away from the
legal.

Let me give you my judgment, my diplomatic and national secu-
rity judgment, on that. I want to start with the predicate of your
question.

While I don’t want to speculate or hypothesize on how the nego-
tiation might go, it is my full anticipation that however that meet-
ing goes, there will be enormous diplomatic work yet remaining. To
your point, we have not yet exhausted our capacity there. I think
there is an awfully long way to go.

The President has made clear, and I agree with him, that there
may come that day. There may come the day when we see an arse-
nal of nuclear weapons capable of striking the United States of
America. The President has made clear his intention to prevent
that from happening. And to the extent that diplomatic tools and
other tools that America has as its foreign policy power are unsuc-
cessful, I know that Secretary Mattis has been directed to present
to the President a set of options that will achieve the President’s
objective.

Senator MARKEY. Right. Secretary Mattis has said that we are
never out of diplomatic options. And let me get your response to
this, because they are going to be some who make that rec-
ommendation, that we have tried our diplomatic and economic
sanctions, and Kim was absolutely unresponsive in this meeting
with the President.

Let me remind you that the Pentagon has stated that, “The only
way to locate and destroy with complete certainty all components
of North Korea’s nuclear weapons programs would be through a
ground invasion.”

And as you know, projections for a conventional war on the pe-
ninsula estimate that between 30,000 and 300,000 U.S. personnel
could die in the first days of a conflict.

You are a military man. You understand this. Is there any cir-
cumstance under which you would concur with John Bolton that,
with the exhaustion of economic sanctions, from his perspective,
that a ground invasion of North Korea would be necessary, in order
to rid that country of its nuclear weapons program?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I suppose I could hypothesize such situa-
tions. So I will answer your question as, could I imagine one? Yes.
Yes, Senator, I could.

I mean, I suppose it is possible that we would get to the condi-
tion where—and I think there would be wide consensus on this
panel—where Kim Jong-un was directly threatening, and we had
information about his activities. Yes, I can imagine times when
America would need to take a response that moved past diplomacy.

Senator MARKEY. Yes, well, I would say to you that the con-
sequences of the United States initiating an attack against North
Korea would be catastrophic

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I agree with that.

Senator MARKEY.—if we had not been attacked—if we had not
been attacked.
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And that is what concerns me about John Bolton. And I think
the American people will want reassurances from you, that you
would not consider such an action, because, ultimately, he already
has nuclear weapons. And it would be catastrophic almost imme-
diately, if we decided to make a first strike against him.

So I don’t feel comfortable with you not taking that off the table,
but I would like to move on to Saudi Arabia and the 123 agreement
that is being negotiated with them. Again, I am going to quote Mr.
Bolton, that civil nuclear cooperation, or 123, agreements between
the U.S. and other countries must include the gold standard, a
commitment to forgo any uranium enrichment or spent-fuel reproc-
essing, two technologies critical to the development of nuclear
weapons.

Do you believe that any agreement that we negotiate with Saudi
Arabia should, in fact, have a gold standard?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, yes. One of my critiques of the arrange-
ment we reached with Iran was that it was insufficiently close to
such a standard.

Senator MARKEY. So, I do not feel comfortable with you not tak-
ing that off the table, but I would like to move on to Saudi Arabia
and the 123 agreement that is being negotiated with them. And,
again, I am going to quote Mr. Bolton, that “Civil nuclear coopera-
tion, or 123 agreements, between the U.S. and other countries
must include the gold standard, a commitment to forgo any ura-
nium enrichment or spent-fuel reprocessing, two technologies crit-
ical to the development of nuclear weapons.” Do you believe that
any agreement that we negotiate with Saudi Arabia should, in fact,
have a gold standard?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, yes. One of my critiques of the arrange-
ment we reached with Iran was it was insufficiently close to such
a standard.

Senator MARKEY. So, you support the gold standard.

Mr. PoMPEO. I do, and I—while I have not been part of the nego-
tiation, Senator, I know that the State Department and the Depart-
ment of Energy are working towards achieving that.

Senator MARKEY. Right. So, would you oppose any agreement
that was less than the gold standard; that is, that ultimately per-
mitted for uranium enrichment or plutonium reprocessing tech-
nology on the soil of Saudi Arabia?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I cannot—I cannot answer that. I can
imagine that we got close, but not quite to the full definition of the
gold standard. I do not want to hypothesize. So, the answer, I
guess, is, yes, I can imagine such a scenario.

Senator MARKEY. Well, how you think Iran would respond if we
pulled out of the agreement with Iran while simultaneously agree-
ing to a deal where Saudi Arabia could receive plutonium reproc-
essing and uranium enrichment equipment? How do you think they
would respond?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, this is precisely my concern with the Iran
agreement.

Senator MARKEY. Right, so that is the question I am asking you.
What would be the response?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, they
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Senator MARKEY. If we were providing nuclear weapons material
to the Saudi Arabians?

Mr. PomPEO. Yes, Senator, I think they would take it into ac-
count. And remember, when we are talking about nuclear weapons,
we are most often talking about multiple components. We are talk-
ing about fissile material, the capacity to weaponize in a delivery
mechanism often through missile systems today Iran has the ca-
pacity to do.

Senator MARKEY. Right, but

Mr. PomMPEO. I am just speaking to the challenge that the Saudi
Arabians also see

Senator MARKEY. I appreciate that.

Mr. POMPEO.—from our failure to negotiate a sound agreement
with Iran.

Senator MARKEY. This is going to be a very dangerous concoction.
If we pull out of the Iran deal, give nuclear weapons materials to
or permit them to obtain nuclear weapons making materials in
their country, the juxtaposition of abandoning the Iran deal while
simultaneously giving their arch rival, Saudi Arabia, a sweetheart
deal is going to lead to a highly combustible condition in the Mid-
dle East that is avoidable if we reinforce the Iran deal, ensure that
it is being complied with, while also maintaining a gold standard.
Otherwise, what the Saudi Arabians are going to want is to put on
third base with a lead with nuclear weapons construction mate-
rials. And I think this Administration will be making a terrible
mistake if it negotiates a deal that allows the Saudi Arabians to
do that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. POMPEO. Thank you, Senator Markey.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Before turning to Senator Isakson,
we have talked with Secretary Perry, and I could not agree more
that we need to stress a gold standard. I at the same time I under-
stand that, I mean, when you have given Iran the right to enrich,
everybody in the region is going to want the right to enrich. So, you
have got your work cut out for you over the next period of time,
and it is quite a—it is very difficult to tell an Arab nation that they
cannot when we said that the Shia can, so. Senator Isakson.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Congratulations on
your nomination. Best of luck to you, and we will be here to sup-
port you in any way that we can. I certainly can.

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Senator.

Senator ISAKSON. Let me start off by saying thank you to the De-
partment, to the State Department, and to this Administration on
the open skies agreements, which you may or may not be familiar
with. But if you are not, they are essential to the aviation industry
and for our country. And this Administration and the Bureau of
Economic Development at the State Department have done a great
job seeing to it that open skies is enforced. And I hope you will
commit when you get to the State Department that you will con-
tinue that help and enforcement.

Mr. PomPEO. I will, Senator Isakson. Yes, sir.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you very much. Secondly, I think Am-
bassador Haley is gone, but let me say this anyway. I am a big fan
of Africa, and I have developed an affinity for Africa since I have
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been on this committee, Foreign Relations, and traveled there ex-
tensively. And I think it is kind of the 21st century in many re-
spects for our country and for everybody else. China is dem-
onstrating they think it is important because they are spending a
lot of money and building a lot of buildings and things of that na-
ture.

Strategically, the Straits of Hormuz and many of the locations
they have, and what has been going on in the Persian Gulf where
Africa is tremendously powerful, helpful. There are a million and
a half people there, 150 million alone in Nigeria. Lots of oppor-
tunity economically, but it is important that we focus and help
them build, and develop, and grow. Are you familiar with the Mil-
lennium Challenge Corporation?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, Senator, I am familiar with it at some level.

Senator ISAKSON. Well, I am a big fan. I think President Bush
did a phenomenal job by establishing that program as sort of a
partnership economically to help build infrastructure in those coun-
tries and have developed boards—governing boards of the Millen-
nium Challenge accounts that held the African countries who re-
ceive the investment responsible for ending corruption, having bet-
ter worker laws in their country, and being a partner with the
United States to economically developing their country. So, I hope
as Secretary of State when you have the chance, you will focus on
the Millennium Challenge account, Challenge Corporation, and
what they are doing because it is a great——

It is part of that soft power that we have the capability to use
to win a lot of friends and influence a lot of enemies. And the rea-
son I use Ambassador Haley as an example, we from time to time
need a lot of money—votes in the UN. The more friends we can
make in countries like Africa, the more votes we can influence to
help us on big issues that we need in the United Nations. So, I
hope you will focus on Africa when you have the chance and realize
what the State Department has done.

Lastly, I want to—this is kind of an editorial statement. My ex-
perience with the State Department has been that it has been in
a blue funk for about a year and a half. And one of the things, and
I told you this when you came to my office, I thought there was
a real need for a perk or an adjustment and for an attitude im-
provement at the State Department. I think you are the oppor-
tunity to be that catalyst at the Department. To your credit, your
critics and your complimenters, or whatever that term should be,
at the—at the CIA give you high marks for bringing that Agency
back in enthusiasm, and motivation, and in mission.

And I think your meetings with Mike that you referred to you
in your opening and your printed statements were exactly the seed
for them because all of sudden, employers had a chance to speak
out to you, tell you what they needed to be done. And you had the
chance in that environment to tell them what they could be as a
partner with you to help that happen.

And as I understand it, and I am not shilling for anyone, but as
I understand it, the attitudes of the State Department are the best
that they have probably ever been because the unity there is
strong. And the understanding of the mission of the rank and file
employees is great. So, I want to challenge you to replicate where
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possible in the State Department that same energy and fire that
you have at the CIA because the State Department needs it des-
perately. And the State Department is our hope for peaceful settle-
ments of difficult problems and putting our best foot forward early
so we do not have to put our biggest foot forward late. And if you
can do what you did at the CIA at the State Department, you will
be a great Secretary.

Would you commit to trying to replicate what you have done
there already? And please free to brag about yourself. [Laughter.]

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, well, I would like to do just the opposite
of that. What you have described took place because of the talented
officers, the expertise, the professionals at the Central Intelligence
Agency. That is, I had enormous human capital with which to build
a team. And I know the State Department is the same way. I know
that the local employees, the civil servants, the Foreign Service of-
ficers have that same esprit, that same desire for mission and to
be relevant, and to be important, and to do the——

If you sign up to be a Foreign Service officer, if you decide to de-
vote your life to that, you have a special commitment. And my
task, if I am confirmed, will be to free them up to go to do the great
work that they signed up to do when they came aboard at the State
Department. I will work at that every day.

Senator ISAKSON. Well, you just demonstrated by giving the cred-
it to the employees of the CIA exactly why you were such a popular
director there, and I am sure will continue at the State Depart-
ment. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you very much. Senator Book-
er.
Senator BOOKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr.
Pompeo. I do want to just say, again, I appreciate you coming by
and showing me the respect and deference, to give me some time
yesterday so we could talk in private.

Mr. PoMPEO. You are most welcome.

Senator BOOKER. I want to pick up on one of the themes we
talked at length about, and that involves many of your past state-
ment concerning Muslim-Americans. And perhaps I just want to
start with some of your language. In a speech, you talked about
folks who “worshiped other gods and called it multiculturalism.”
You sort of mourned that we live in a country where that happens.
Do you have any views that the Muslim faith or people who believe
in worshiping “other gods,” is that just something negative in our
country?

Mr. PoMPEO. No, Senator, you can look at my record. You do not
have to take my word for it here today. My record is exquisite with
respect to treating people of each and every faith with the dignity
they deserve, to protect their right to practice their religion or no
religion for that matter in the way that they want to. I have done
that when I ran Thayer Aerospace

Senator BOOKER. My time is limited, so if I could follow up.

Mr. PomMPEO. But it—but it is important because I have heard—
I have heard these critiques, and you raised it yesterday. I have
worked closely with Muslim leaders, with Muslim countries. The
CIA has saved countless, thousands of Muslim lives during my 15
months. This is—this is at the core of who I am, Senator Booker,
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and I promise you that I will treat persons of each faith or no faith
with the dignity and respect that they deserve.

Senator BOOKER. Your words right now are really encouraging.
Words do matter. It is not just actions. In a Nation of bigotry
where you see too much bigotry and hatred, you and I both know
words matter. So, I do understand your actions, and I will stipulate
to the actions you just said, but I really want to get to the bottom
of people who are going to be reading your past statements and
give you a chance to further explain them.

And I would like to go back to what we talked about, you and
I, about this idea, and I'm quoting you, “the special obligation falls
on Muslims in regards to terrorist attacks in our country.” And you
said something very dramatic, and I know you know this. You said
that people who are silent are complicit in those terrorist attacks.
Do you think that Muslim-Americans in this country who serve in
our military, who serve in the State Department, their failure to
speak up, is that their—are they complicit in terrorist attacks?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, each and every human, not just Ameri-
cans, each and every human being has an obligation to push back
against this extremist use of violence from whatever faith.

Senator BOOKER. So, you do not create a special class of people
in this country based upon their religion that have a special obliga-
tion, as you said, to condemn terrorist attacks.

Mr. PomPEO. No, Senator. Having said that, and you and I had
a chance to talk about this yesterday. I am not sure we ended up
completely agreeing, but perhaps we did. I also do believe this firm-
ly, that for certain places, for certain forms of violence, there are
certain who are better positioned, folks who are more credible,
more trustworthy, have a more shared experience. And so, when it
comes to—when it comes to making sure that we do not have a ter-
rorist brewing in places where Muslims congregate.

There is a special place, right? They have an—it is more than a
duty. It is more than a requirement. It is an opportunity, right, to
be treated—when someone from another faith says it, it can get
characterized

Senator BOOKER. If I can go on because I have some more ques-
tions. So, you think that Muslims in America who are in positions
of leadership have a different category of obligation because of their
religion. That is what I am hearing you saying.

Mr. PomPEO. I do not see it—it is not an obligation. It is an op-
portunity, Senator.

Senator BOOKER. Okay. So, it is interesting because I would
agree with you that silence in the face of injustice. We have seen
this in the Holocaust. We have seen this in the Civil Rights Move-
ment. I do agree with you that silence in the face of injustice lends
strength to that injustice. I do have a problem, though, when you
start creating, dicing up American people and saying “certain
Americans.” I do not care if it is Kareem Abdul-Jabbar or Muslims
that serve on my staff, that they are in positions of leadership that
suddenly have a special obligation. I do believe, though, all of us
when it comes to violent actions or even violent words have an obli-
gation.

And so, I am wondering, sir, do you—do you know Frank
Gaffney?
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Mr. PomPEO. Yes, I do.

Senator BOOKER. And you have been on his show dozens of
times.

Mr. PoMPEO. I was on his show some, yes, Senator.

Senator BOOKER. I have here over 20 times. And he has talked
about Muslims should be—who abide by the adherence of their
faith should be considered—should be tried for acts of sedition and
should be prosecuted. Did you remain silent when you were on his
show? Did you ever question because I have a lot of his statements
here. Did you remain silent on the—and from my notes at least,
you are a friend of his. Were you silent in your position against
these words that are violative of the American Constitution? Were
you silent with him?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, my record on this is unambiguous.

Senator BOOKER. Sir, then that is your response, you did not say
anything to call out his remarks. What about Brigitte Gabriel? Do
you know her?

Mr. PompEoO. I do.

Senator BOOKER. Someone who has been—runs an organization
that has been considered a hate group by the Anti-Defamation
League and the Southern Poverty Law Center. Have you—were
you silent? Did you ever call her out on her remarks that are hate-
ful or bigoted?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have spoken to a number of groups in
my—I believe my record with respect to tolerance

Senator BOOKER. But you were——

Mr. PomPEO. I think——

Senator BOOKER. Yes or no, did you ever call her out?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I could not tell you. I do not recall each
statement I have made over 54 years.

Senator BOOKER. Okay. Well, I believe that special obligation
that you talk about for Americans to condemn things or attacking
our Constitution or our ideals would obligate you in your own defi-
nition to speak out. When it comes——

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, if I might, I have called out. We had a ter-
rible fellow in Kansas named Fred Phelps.

Senator BOOKER. Sir, I have a minute left in my——

Mr. PoMPEO. And I called him out.

Senator BOOKER. I have a minute left because I do want to give
you a chance to speak about your comments on gay and lesbians.
You said in a speech that “mourning an America that endorses per-
version and calls it an alternative lifestyle” is your words. Is being
gay a perversion?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, when I was a politician, I had a very clear
view on whether it was appropriate two same-sex persons to marry.
I stand by that today, sir.

Senator BOOKER. So, you do not believe it is appropriate for two
gay people to marry.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I continue to hold that view. It is the same
view for the record that——

Senator BOOKER. And so, people in the State Department, I met
some in Africa that are married under your leadership. You do not
believe that that should be allowed.
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Mr. POMPEO. Senator, we have—I believe it is the case, we have
married gay couples at the CIA you should know. I treated them
with the exact same set of rights

Senator BOOKER. Do you believe—do you believe that gay sex is
a perversion, yes or no?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, if I can

Senator BOOKER. Yes or no, sir. Do you believe that gay sex is
a perversion because it is what you said here in one of your speech-
es

Mr. POMPEO. Senator:
Senator BOOKER. Yes or no, do you believe gay sex is a perver-
sion?

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Senator, I am going to give you the
same answer I just gave you previously. My respect for every indi-
vidual regardless of their sexual orientation is the same, and it will
be so if I am confirmed.

Senator BOOKER. So, I will conclude—I will conclude by saying,
sir, you are going to be Secretary of State of the United States at
a time that we have an increase in hate speech and hate actions
against Jewish-Americans, Muslims-Americans, Indian-Americans.
Hate acts are on the increase in our Nation. You are going to be
representing this country and their values abroad in nations where
gays individuals are untold persecution, untold violence.

Your views do matter. You are going to be dealing with Muslim
states and on Muslim issues. And I do not necessarily concur that
you are upholding the values of our Nation when you cannot
even—when you believe that there are people in our country that
are perverse and where you think you create different categories of
Americans and their obligations when it comes to condemning vio-
lence. So, I will have another round, but thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Portman. Senator Paul.
Thank you, sir.

Senator PAUL. Thank you. Thanks for your testimony, and
thanks for going through this grueling enterprise and your willing-
ness to serve the country. You discussed with Senator Kaine a little
bit about whether or not the President has the authority to bomb
Assad’s forces or installations in Syria. And you mentioned histori-
cally, well, we have done in the past.

I do not think that is a complete enough answer. I mean, my
question would be do you think it is constitutional. Does the Presi-
dent have the constitutional authority to bomb Assad’s forces? Does
he have the authority absent congressional action to bomb Assad’s
forces or installations?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, as I think I said to Senator Kaine, I am
happy to repeat my view on this. Those decisions are weighty.
Every place we can, we should work alongside Congress to get that.
But, yes, I believe the President has the domestic authority to do
that. I do not think—I do not thin that has been disputed by Re-
publicans or Democrats throughout an extended period of time.

Senator PAUL. Actually, it is disputed mostly by our Founding
Fathers who believe they gave that authority to Congress, and ac-
tually they are uniformly opposed to the executive branch having
that power. In fact, Mattis wrote very specifically. He said, “The
executive branch is the branch most prone to war. Therefore, we
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have with studied care vested that authority in the legislature.” So,
the fact that we have in the past done this does not make it con-
stitutional, and I would say that I take objection to the idea that
a President can go to war when he wants where he wants.

With regard to Afghanistan, some have argued that it is time to
get out of Afghanistan. What do you think?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I think the course of action that President
Trump has taken there is the right one. It is humble in its mission.
It understands that we have been there an awfully long time and
has an objective of leaving, but is not prepared to leave until such
time as we can put America in a position where we can greatly di-
minish the threat to our homeland from terrorism that may ema-
nate from there. And with an effort alongside that which will be
required to achieve that first objective to create—I want to be hum-
ble—more stability in Afghanistan.

Senator PAUL. Well, actually, the President has been very spe-
cific at times on this, and he said it is time to get out of Afghani-
stan. “We are building roads, and bridges, and schools for people
that hate us. It is not in our national interests.” That is a direct
quote. So, the President said it was time to get out. It sounds like
you say it is time to stay. Is that a difference in opinion?

Some here worry that you are going to be too much in agreement
with the President. I actually worry you are going to be too much
in disagreement with the President. One of the things I have liked
about the President is he says it is time to come home, let us de-
clare a victory and come home, but it sounds to me like you are
saying we need to stay.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it sounds like I have a Goldilocks problem,
too close, too far, different porridge for each. Senator, the President
also said in the summer at Fort Myer that he was committed to
the mission that I outlined there. That is consistent with what the
Secretary of State has been trying to do diplomatically. It is con-
sistent with what Secretary Mattis has been trying to do by sup-
porting Afghan forces in the country. I believe, and I share the
President’s view, that we have a continued role there.

And while I want to get out in the same way you do—I have
friends who are serving there. I have had friends, as I know you
do, who have been injured—we are not a place yet where it is ap-
propriate.

Senator PAUL. Here is the problem is, are we ever going to be
at that place? I mean, so you have got people, the Administration,
yourself now saying in your written questions back to me that
there is not a military solution. So, we are sending our GIs out
there to risk life and limb when there is no military solution hop-
ing that we—it sounds a little bit like Vietnam, hoping that we get
to a little position, let us bomb the crap out of them to get them
to negotiate, and we will get to a little better negotiation. In the
end it was no better in Vietnam. It was still a disaster in the very
end, and a lot of people wasted their lives in the end for that.

I think that there is no military mission, and when you admit
there is no military mission, it is hard for me to square with your
desire still to stay. And we say, oh, we want to leave, but when?
We have been there 18 years. I think we should declare victory and
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come home. I think we won the battle. We did. We literally did
win. There is nobody left alive who plotted to attack us on 9/11.

I have asked people repeatedly, tell me the names of those left
alive in Afghanistan, in Pakistan, anywhere in the world. We are
now sending people to war who were not even born when 9/11 was.
And every Administration comes, not just Republican, Democrat,
they come and say, oh, well, it is, you know—it just fine. We are
going to keep fighting these wars, and it has something to do with
9/11. No, it has nothing to do with 9/11.

Everybody around the world that is a radical Islamist we now
are at war with because we said, oh, we got permission to go at
9/11. But when you were in Congress, you had a little bit different
position, you know? Your position with Libya was that we should
get authorization. Your position in 2013 was also—you wrote an
op-ed with Tom Cotton saying, well, we should give the President
the authority he needs to go into Syria, not because you were like
me that we should not get involved in another war, because you
were eager to get involved, and you wanted to give the President
to say, please, President Trump, let us go to war in Syria. But I
think we need to think these things through, and we need to not
to be so carte blanche that the Constitution does give just carte
blanche, you know, permission for the President to do whatever he
wants.

Do you think the Iraq War was a mistake?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I was running a machine shop in Kansas
at the time, so I do not have a contemporaneous view that I ex-
pressed.

Senator PAUL. No opinions back then? How about opinions now?

Mr. PomPEO. I may well have had an opinion. But, no, my opin-
ion now is, look, we clearly had—we had bad intelligence. I have
been one of the few CIA directors who has been willing to say we
get it wrong. In spite of all the enormous resources

Senator PAUL. But it is not just bad intelligence

Mr. PoMPEO. But we did—we did have bad intelligence.

Senator PAUL. We did geopolitically the wrong thing. We got rid
of the enemy of Iran. We emboldened Iran. We made it worse. We
brought chaos to the Middle East. We are still suffering the rami-
fications and repercussions of the Iraq War. But your President
said it very clearly. He said that the Iraq War was the single worst
decision ever made. So, once again, I am concerned that you will
not be supporting the President, that you will be influencing him
in a way that I think his inclinations are actually better than many
of his advisors, that the Iraq War was a mistake, that we need to
come home from Afghanistan.

He was against being involved in Syria at many times in his ca-
reer. So, I think he does have good instincts, and my main concern
is that will you be one who will listen to what the President actu-
ally wants instead of being someone who advocates for us staying
forever in Afghanistan, another Iraq war, bombing Syria without
permission. So, this is the advice you will give.

And I guess that is my biggest concern with your nomination is
that I do not think it reflects the millions of people who voted for
President Trump who actually voted for him because they thought
it would be different, that it would not be the traditional bipartisan
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consensus to bomb everywhere and be everywhere around the
world. So, that is my main concern, and I just want to make sure
that that is loud and clear to everyone that that is my concern.
Thank you.

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Senator Paul.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Murphy.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Direc-
tor. Good to see you. This is an extraordinary article, I believe,
from late last year in the New Yorker that speaks to China’s rise
coinciding with an American retreat from the globe. And I think we
have all seen that as we have traveled the world that the presence
that United States used to have just simply is not there, and other
countries are taking advantage.

This article in part describes a relatively routine meeting of the
WTO in which they were negotiating trade rules for agriculture
and seafood, something the United States used to have a big role
at. It quotes someone in attendance as saying, “For two days of
meetings, there were no Americans, and the Chinese were going
into every session and chortling about how they were now the
guarantors of the trading system.” The article makes the case that
Trump is China’s biggest strategic opportunity.

I have seen this. We have all seen this at multilateral meetings
that we used to see major U.S. Administration presence. There is
virtually no presence, and other countries are taking advantage of
that. What do you think about the scope of our presence at some
of these rule-setting meetings, and what are your plans for the fu-
ture?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, we need to be there. We need to be active.
We need to be capable. We need to be value added. We need to
come prepared to engage and work for America’s interests in these
multilateral discussions that you described. I think this was the
WTO that was in this article. It sounds like we share that senti-
ment.

I could not tell you why we were not there. I do not know if it
was the absence of people or the absence of focus. I view those as
important places to get the international rule of law that is in ac-
cord with our view and not the Chinese in that particular instance.
You have concerns, and I will do my best to make sure that we are
there and we are capable.

Senator MURPHY. I appreciate that answer. I want to get a little
bit of a clarification with respect to an answer that you gave Sen-
ator Menendez at the outset coming back to this meeting with the
President on March 22nd. Senator Menendez asked you whether
there was a discussion about steps you could take to try to frus-
trate the investigation. And you said that “I do not recall what the
President asked me that day.” Is that your testimony that you do
not recall what he asked?

Mr. PomPEO. Yes, and I want to be—I want to be—I do not recall
if he asked anything that particular day. I know the date. I know
the meeting to which you are referring, and I do not have—I do not
recall the specifics. And I have answered every question about that
meeting and others.

Senator MURPHY. I ask the question because it is—because you
answered two different ways. You said, “I do not recall what he
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asked me that day,” but then you also said, “He has never asked
me to do anything that I consider inappropriate.” Those are not
consistent.

Mr. PoMPEO. Those are entirely consistent, Senator. If he asked
me to do something inappropriate, I would remember.

Senator MURPHY. Let me give you another chance at a different
question. Senator Coons asked you in an earlier round whether you
agreed with the President’s characterization of the Mueller inves-
tigation as an attack on America, an attack on all we stand for. I
do not understand why your participation in some of the elements
of that investigation would render you unable to tell us that you
do not believe the investigation is an attack on America or an at-
tack on all we stand for. I do not think it compromises any of the
work that the CIA did or does in that investigation.

So, I think it is—I think it is really—I think it would be really
troubling if you could not say here today that you do not believe
that the Mueller investigation is an attack on America, so I want
to give you a second chance at that.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, you can give me a third chance. These are
complex legal issues the special counsel is involved in. I have done
my best as CIA director to separate each and every element of that.
There is just—it is—it is a minefield, Senator Murphy, and I want
to be—I want to be on the far side of the line with making sure
that I do not create challenges for the Special Counsel’s Office, for
the two legislative committees that are engaged in this. And so,
with all due respect, I just

Senator MURPHY. I think:

Mr. PoMPEO.—things that relate to the special counsel as where
this about anyway

Senator MURPHY. By refusing to condemn attacks on the special
counsel, I mean, really over the line attacks that are not shared by
Republicans here in Congress, you are frustrating the work of the
special counsel because you are associating yourself with some very
poisonous political attacks.

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I have worked diligently myself, and I
have put demands on the team that works for me to go out of our
way to make sure we were delivering for each of those three inves-
tigations. And it is—it is difficult. They have asked for complex in-
formation that was classified. We have shared information that
goes well beyond what has previously been shared, and we have
done so with the aim of ensuring that the special counsel and the
Senate Intelligence and House Intelligence Committee have the in-
formation they need to conduct their investigations. And you
should know we will do that today and tomorrow, and if I am con-
firmed at the State Department we will do it there as well.

Senator MURPHY. In the time that I have remaining, I want to
come back to the authorization question in Syria. You said you be-
lieve that the President has the authority to strike Syrian forces.
What is this—what statutory authorization do you draw on to
make—to come to that conclusion?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I believe that the President has that au-
thority. He certainly has it under Article II of the Constitution.
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Senator MURPHY. What is the limiting factor then with respect
to Article II powers if he can strike Syrian forces with no existing
statutory authorization?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, there are reams of law review articles
written in answer to that very question. It gets—it is a highly fact-
based analysis. There are scores of attorneys strewn throughout
the CIA, throughout the State Department, throughout the White
House, throughout the Justice Department

Senator MURPHY. Well, just give me one limiting—give me one
limiting factor.

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes. Senator, I would—if you go—if you make a
commitment, right? If you make a commitment that would be tra-
ditionally viewed as a classical case for war, then the Constitution
is required. This has been a tussle between the executive and legis-
lative branch for an awfully long time, and you know my views. I
think it was Senator Kaine who said that—coming from the place
that you do on the congressional side have deep respect for what
it is that you all are looking for.

Senator MURPHY. So, normally a limiting factor would be an im-
minent threat or an attack on the United States.

Mr. POMPEO. But there is—there is a definition in the War Pow-
ers Act, right? So, there is a statutory definition that is contained
there as well. I cannot recite it

Senator MURPHY. Well, it is an attack on—it is an attack—the
War Powers refers to an attack on the United States. There has
been no attack on the United States from the Syrian regime, cor-
rect?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, that is correct.

Senator MURPHY. And there is no imminent threat of attack on
the United States from the Syrian regime.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am just trying to be very careful. Yes,
I think that—I think that is correct.

Senator MURPHY. I am at the end of my time, but I might want
to follow up on this. I do not think we are to the bottom of this
question yet. Thank you.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, these are—I am trying to—you are asking
me today to conduct complex legal analysis with

Senator MURPHY. No, ——

Mr. PomPEO.—with legal conclusions. And so, I do—I know it is
important, and so I am trying to do my best. I am at the same try-
ing to make sure that I do not have some statement I made that
I parced the language incorrectly.

Senator MURPHY. No, I understand, but to the extent that there
is not an identifiable constraint on Article II power, then we are
all out of the business of declaring war.

The CHAIRMAN. If I could, I will use another 30 seconds of my
time. I think that even on this committee, there is wide disagree-
ment over that. I know Senator Shaheen and I—I saw her public
statements over the last few days—both agree that the President
has the ability to make surgical strikes. President Obama carried
on for months activities against Libya that I disagreed with on a
policy basis, but he had that authority to do so, at least he claimed
he did.




64

So, look, I think this is a subject of debate, and I think it is pru-
dent of our witness to not try to analyze the very details of that.
On our own committee, we would debate that on both sides of the
aisle at length. But I thank you for having this conversation, and
I look forward to the follow-up.

Senator Barrasso.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Pompeo,
congratulations on your nomination. Thank you for your service to
the Nation. Thanks for coming by and visiting with me, taking the
time to discuss the critical issues of national security. And I concur
completely with you and the presidential authority to use military
force in Syria. And I wanted to stay with Syria for a few moments
if I could because what we have seen, Assad has continued to use
chemical weapons killing thousands, and most recently it sounds
like another attack a few days ago. Reports emerged from the re-
gime killing men, women, children outside of Damascus, another
terrible chemical weapons attack.

How would you suggest that the U.S. hold Assad and the regime
accountable for its use of chemical weapons?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, if I may, I would prefer not to—this is a
live discussion, one that as intelligence director I am actively a
part of. So, I would prefer not to talk about plans and intentions
with respect to how it is or whether it is that the United States
intends to respond to the most recent use of chemical weapons by
the Assad regime.

Senator BARRASSO. Moving to a different topic, you and I had a
chance to discuss Russia and how it uses energy as a weapon, a
geopolitical weapon. And Putin continues to use Russia’s natural
gas to extort, to threaten, to coerce our allies and our partners
overseas. While we have been working our allies with energy secu-
rity and diversification, Russia continues to attempt to expand its
near monopoly over European energy supplies with the construc-
tion of the Nord Stream II pipeline.

On March 15th, I led a bipartisan group, 39 senators, sending a
letter to both Secretary Mnuchin and Secretary—the Deputy Sec-
retary of State Sullivan opposing the pipeline. We all agree. We re-
quested the Administration utilize all the tools at our disposal to
prevent the construction of that pipeline. I think it is going be—
have a detrimental effect on European energy security, and it
would further reinforce Russia’s influence on that region.

So, as Secretary of State, I ask could you utilize all the tools at
your disposal, including the Countering America’s Adversaries
Through Sanctions Act, to ensure that the Nord Stream II pipeline
is never built? And, you know, how do you view energy security of
our allies and partners in Europe as important to our own national
security?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, actually, while there is definitely risk
here, I actually view this as an enormous opportunity for the
United States and for others as well. If we—if we can achieve a
condition where Russia has less capacity to turn off natural gas
pipelines or to create risk and threats to our allies and to our
friends around the world, we will—we will have reduced the risk
to the United States of America and to those countries greatly.
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And so, I look forward to being part of the discussion about Nord
Stream II in particular to make sure that there are alternatives
there that are in the West’s best interests and not in Vladimir
Putin’s best interests.

Senator BARRASSO. And then turning to Iran, they continue to be
a threat to the United States, to Israel, to the international com-
munity. Iran is the world’s largest state sponsor of terrorism. They
are financing terrorist groups around the world. And a lot of it has
to do with massive influx of cash that Iran received from the Iran
nuclear deal, and they are continuing to support destabilizing ac-
tivities in the region. There is incredible amounts of evidence of
that.

I think the United States has to enforce and impose sanctions on
Iran for what they are doing with arms trafficking, with terrorism,
the development of ballistic missiles. So, if you would visit a little
bit about how you plan to respond to Iran’s illicit activities, includ-
ing what they are doing to support terrorism, and arms trafficking,
and missile developments.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, the President has laid out a strategy to
push back against each of those elements of threat to America that
you have described. Maybe focus just on sanctions for a moment.
There are still more arrows in the quiver. There is more work to
do there. As CIA director, we have been part of providing the intel-
ligence so that we can target those sanctions in the right way, we
understand who it is and who is moving weapons around the world,
and who is engaged in the malign activity which we are trying to
stop. But ultimately those designations are placed by Treasury and
State, but the intelligence community has big a role. I have been
part of it. We got a big team working on it. We will continue to,
and I am—if I am confirmed I will be part of that.

I will tell you that the other element of that is also a diplomatic
task. It is important when America places sanctions. It is really
powerful when we get out partners to do it as well, when we can
share the burden that comes with placing sanctions because Ameri-
cans cannot trade in those places. And when we can share that
burden and truly create global prohibitions on trading with the en-
tities we designate, we have the most likelihood—the greatest like-
lihood of achieving the outcome we are looking for.

Senator BARRASSO. And could I turn briefly to North Korea and
the nuclear program there? You know, last month President Trump
agreed to meet with the North Korean, Kim Jung Un. You know,
the United States, I believe, should be engaged in talks if they're
not just for the purpose of talking. So, I think we should only be
engaged in credible opportunities to discuss the denuclearization of
North Korea. So, it is also important that you guys continue to
pressure this regime, imposing sanctions, conducting joint military
exercises, keeping the regime fully aware of the consequences of
their actions.

So, could you talk about if you believe there is a scenario in
which North Korea would actually dismantle its nuclear weapons
pﬁogrgm, and, you know, how maximum pressure might work
there?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, the historic analysis is not optimistic. That
is, it has—it is almost a talisman that there is not enough coercion.
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There is not enough capacity for Kim Jong Un to make the decision
to give us up his nuclear weapons arsenal. I hope that that talis-
man is wrong, and that is the effort that we have been engaged in.

Your point about the sanctions, I think, is relevant. I have had
a chance to talk to a whole handful of people who were involved
in the agreed framework, the Leap Day deal, the six-party talks.
In each case, America and the world released their sanctions too
quickly; that is, we did not have the verifiable irreversible deal
that we hope that we had had. And in each case, the North Kore-
ans walked away from that deal.

It is the intention of the President and the Administration to not
do that this time, to make sure that before it is the case, as we
did with the JCPOA, before we provide rewards, we get the out-
come permanently, irreversibly that it is that we hope to achieve.
It is a tall order, but I am hopeful that President Trump can
achieve that through sound diplomacy both personally and through
the offices of the United States State Department.

Senator BARRASSO. And the final question with regard to human
rights, the rule of law. I appreciate your opening statement and the
comments about your commitment to human rights around because
if we do not, who will. You know, as Secretary of State, your com-
mitment to promoting and protecting these important principles
across the globe I think are key, so I appreciate your comments.

Mr. PomPEO. Thank you, Senator Barrasso.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir. Senator Merkley.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you very much. Earlier it was noted
what an oath of office involves, and as you know, you have taken
it several times, to support and defend the Constitution of the
United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic. Recently,
President Trump has talked about a domestic enemy, saying that
the execution of a search warrant by the U.S. law enforcement au-
thorities on Michael Cohen’s office constitutes an attack, and I
quote, “attack on our country in a true sense.” Do you agree with
the President’s evaluation that that is an attack on our country?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have always believed that the rule of law
matters. I continue to believe that. Multiple times individuals have
asked me to comment on statements that others have made,
friends of mine have made, adversaries of mine have made, those
who are coming after me. Today what I want to talk about is the
things that I believe. I believe deeply in the rule of law and will
continue to do so.

Senator MERKLEY. And do you think that the rule of law does en-
able appropriate warrants to be executed to this?

Mr. PoMPEO. Oh, yes, sir, absolutely?

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. Turning to North Korea, John
Bolton said it is perfectly legitimate for the U.S. to respond to the
current necessity posed by North Korea’s nuclear weapons by strik-
ing first. Secretary of Defense Mattis had a different view saying
that war with North Korea would be catastrophic. Do you lean
more? towards John Bolton’s view or Secretary of Defense Mattis’
view?

Mr. PoMPEO. I lean more closely to the President’s view, which
is to continue the pressure campaign, to build a coalition, a diplo-
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matic coalition around the world, to put pressure on Kim Jong Un
such that we can achieve the United States goals without ever hav-
ing to put one of our young men or women in harm’s way.

Senator MERKLEY. Does the President have the constitutional au-
thority to conduct a first strike on North Korea without authoriza-
tion from Congress?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, again, I am not going to comment on hypo-
thetical situations or complex legal matters.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, you have done so before back a while
when the question was in regard to committing resources in Libya.
You put out a statement regarding a letter to Barack Obama in-
forming him that the Administration would be in violation of the
War Powers Resolution unless either authorization from Congress
is obtained or the military withdraws operations from Libya by
Sunday, June 19th. And then you commented and you said specifi-
cally, “The country—that country, Libya, does not pose a threat to
the United States, nor do we have vital interests there.” Did you
believe as you said then that there is a constitutional limitation on
the ability of the President to conduct war without an authoriza-
tion from Congress?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. In that context, not so long ago
there was a lot of discussion that in regard to Syria, if President
Obama put troops on the ground in Syria without constitutional
authorization, it would constitute a foundation for impeachment.
We had members of the Senate, including members of our Armed
Services Committee, members of the House, and I will quote. Rep-
resentative Walter Jones said, “No President’s, Democratic or Re-
publican, should have the authority to bypass the Constitution or
the will of the American people.” And he said, “If one of our troops
goes to Syria and is killed, I will introduce articles of impeach-
ment.”

So, at that time of that discussion, did you share the view that
for President Obama to put troops on the ground Syria would be
a violation of the Constitution?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I do not recall if I did or if I made a state-
ment with respect to that at that time. I simply do not recall.

Senator MERKLEY. But just to clarify, in the case of Libya, you
did see that there was a line being crossed.

Mr. PoMPEO. Oh, yes, Senator, I believed that.

Senator MERKLEY. The argument at that point was that under
our NATO mutual defense and NATO action, but you still felt that
did not give the foundation for action in Libya.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, Senator. I believed what I think you described
as a letter, not a statement. I believed what I said in that state-
ment.

Senator MERKLEY. It is an issue of great concern here on the
boundaries, and certainly I think some of your earlier caution
about Presidents exceeding their constitutional authority is caution
that we would like to hear in your role as Secretary of State. It is
often a case when make the journey down Pennsylvania Avenue,
the War Powers in the Constitution granted to Congress seem to
be forgotten. Will you—will you not forget those constitutional de-
lineations of responsibilities?
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Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I promise you that. I will—I will take—
I will take equal consideration in the same way I did that day in
2011 as I have done as the CIA director, and if I am confirmed as
Secretary of State I will continue to do that.

Senator MERKLEY. John Bolton noted that it was legitimate for
the U.S. to respond to the current necessity posed by North Korea’s
nuclear program by striking first. Do you agree with that?

Mr. POMPEO. I am sorry. Might you repeat it?

Senator MERKLEY. John Bolton argued that it is legitimate for
the U.S. to respond to North Korea’s nuclear weapons program by
striking first. Do you agree with that?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, again, I do not want to wade into a hypo-
thetical about under what conditions it might be appropriate or not
appropriate. We are a long ways from that. We are working dip-
lomatically to get the right outcome in North Korea.

Senator MERKLEY. John Bolton argued that Cuba was developing
biological weapons, and it was appropriate for the United States to
go to war against Cuba. Did you agree with him on that?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am not going to—his words speak for
himself.

Senator MERKLEY. No, it speaks for him, but he is not here.

Mr. POMPEO. Tell me what the question is.

Senator MERKLEY. You are here. I am asking your opinion.

Mr. PoMPEO. I am deeply aware of that. I am sorry, Senator,
might you ask—there is a factual predicate there about Cuban and
weapons?

Senator MERKLEY. Did you agree with Bolton’s viewpoint that we
should go to war with Cuba?

Mr. PoMPEO. No, Senator.

Senator MERKLEY. How about——

Mr. PoMPEO. I have not at any time stated that I believe we
should go to war with Cuba.

Senator MERKLEY. How about in regard to his belief that Hus-
sein had hidden weapons of mass destruction and we should go to
war with Iraq?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I think—I may not have expounded suffi-
ciently. I have read the history. The intelligence community had
that assessment—was incorrect about its assessment at that time.

Senator MERKLEY. I will just note, the reason I am asking you
these questions is there is a lot of concern in America, and a lot
of people are paying attention to this hearing. And they are asking
the fundamental question, are we assembling a war cabinet of John
Bolton and Mike Pompeo that are going to result in devastating
consequences, bypassing Congress’ authority in regards to the use
of military force, and perhaps engaging in another poorly thought
through mistake like our war on Iraq that has resulted in a huge
loss of American lives, a huge loss of American resources, enormous
instability including Iran developing an enormous track of influ-
ence from Iran, through Iraq, through Syria, to Lebanon and
Yemen.

And people want to know whether or not your views are close
enough to Bolton’s in his advocacy of force in virtually every situa-
tion, that we are going to have a very dangerous arrangement on
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the key two advisors to the President of the United States. If the
chair will indulge, can you just answer that?

The CHAIRMAN. I really will not. I really will not. We are getting
ready to start a second round.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, Mr. Chairman, many people have gone
significantly over their time, and I am still just within 1 minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, since you are begging, go ahead. [Laugh-
ter.]

Senator MERKLEY. Not begging, considering fairness.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am sorry, might I get you to reframe the
question or ask the question one more time. I apologize.

Senator MERKLEY. Yes. Many people in America

The CHAIRMAN. You heard the question. Just answer it. Are you
forming a war cabinet?

Mr. PomPEO. Yes, Senator. I have been part of this Cabinet. 1
have watched it thoughtfully deliberate about all of these things,
and I can tell you every day at the—at the forefront of our mind
is how can we find solutions that avoid us—that achieve the Amer-
ican objective, but avoid us having to put a single American harm’s
way. You have my commitment that as the Secretary of State or
if I continue as the CIA director, that I will continue to hold that
in the forefront of my mind.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you very much. Senator
Portman.

Senator PORTMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Pompeo,
thank you for your willingness to step up and serve again. I imag-
ine it is hard to leave the CIA after only 15 months given your ten-
ure there which was successful and where you developed a lot of
close relationships. But you are taking on a new task, and it is a
different task. You know, CIA is primarily an organization that in-
forms policymakers. Now you are going to be a policymaker.

And I think you have got a good background to do so. I enjoyed
our meeting. I have enjoyed getting to know you over the years. We
have talked about some tough issues, and we talked about soft
power. And, you know, kind of to the suggestions that were made
here today that as a guy with your background, particularly your
military background, do you really believe in diplomacy and soft
power.

And, you know, you have got a pretty impressive background.
You were on the House Intelligence Committee. You were number
one in your class at West Point. You also went to Harvard Law
School—I will not hold that against you—and you were magna cum
laude, Harvard Law School. But you did serve in the military. You
served as a cavalry officer patrolling, as I recall, the Iron Curtain
at the time. And so, I guess my question for you is, because there
have been suggestions that you would be too quick to turn to mili-
tary options. How would you respond to that?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I said this, or at least—I cannot recall if
I read it this morning, but it was certainly in my opening state-
ment. There are few people like soldiers who appreciate diplomats
and good diplomatic work. You train. You prepare. You want—you
want very much to be prepared if America calls upon you, but you
are counting on the fact that there will be diplomats around the
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world resolving these challenges, pushing back on these conflicts,
preventing the very activity for which it is your are training and
preparing. And so, as Secretary of State, you have my commitment
that I will endeavor to do that.

Senator PORTMAN. Do you know who you sound like? You sound
like Colin Powell.

Mr. PomPEO. I will take that as high praise.

Senator PORTMAN. Yeah. Well, look, for those who wonder can
you be a military officer and also be a good diplomat, I think he
is someone who proves the point. Highly regarded at the State De-
partment. Combat officer like yourself. Someone who had a strong
military background, and he was very effective at the diplomacy
part and of managing the Foreign Service as well.

And something you and I talked about a lot in our meeting was
your management approach. And I told you I thought that our mo-
rale problem at the State Department was real and that we needed
a fresh start there. I enjoyed working with Secretary Tillerson. I
think his lack of appointees being confirmed by this body was one
of the problems, but for whatever the reasons, there is a morale
problem. And I am not going to ask you to repeat what you said
to me in private, but I was encouraged because you talked about—
you did not talk about that drill sergeant list. You heard that today
because I have been—I have been listening as well today. But you
did in our meeting talk about the respect you have for the Foreign
Service and your belief that you cannot just improve that morale,
but get people motivated, feeling like they are important and make
a difference.

There was a lot of talk about Libya today and your views then.
There was talk about Syria today and what is going on in terms
of the decision-making. Let me broaden this a little bit and ask
about something that our committee is struggling with right now,
which is this notion that we have an AUMF, the authorization for
the use of military force, that dates back to 2001 and 2002, and has
not been updated. How do you feel about that? Do you think we
should update the AUMF?

Mr. PomMPEO. I do, Senator. And if I may elaborate, I actually
was part of a team on the House side some years to—that worked
on that, worked on that with the White House. We were not ulti-
mately able to be successful. I do believe that it is important that
we achieve that, that we have a new set of leaders in the United
States Congress who also provide that authorization. I think the
one that we have works. I think it provides the authorities that the
President needs today, but I would welcome working alongside you
to achieve, I think you used the term “refreshed,” AUMF.

Senator PORTMAN. Well, I think it is very important. You know,
honestly, I do not think it is inappropriate to say that some in the
Administration have not been as forthcoming to try to get to a deci-
sion here because a number of us believe that it ought to be flexible
as to reach and as to groups. We do believe the President inherent
authorities within the Constitution and as commander-in-chief that
need to be respected. But it is just not tenable to say we are relying
on an AUMF that goes back to 2001. That was, you know, 17 years
ago, so we would like to work with you on that.
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In our meeting, we talked about how Russia and other countries,
China included, have pursued extensive disinformation and propa-
ganda campaigns. And I think we are kind of missing out on that
both on the diplomatic front with the State Department and on the
military front. People call it the new hybrid threat. It is kinetic, it
is military, but it is also disinformation. And other countries have
figured that out, and most of them, like Iran, and Russia, and
China, and others, are using North Korea—using disinformation in
a very sophisticated way.

It was not just about election, which I believe the Russians did
meddle in our election, and I think it is well beyond that. And by
the way, it happened before, and it is going to happen after unless
we do something about it. These operations use a range of tools—
cyberattacks, hacking, troll farms, go on social media. They fund
useful think tanks, political organizations. Senator Murphy and I
have done a lot of work on this, and we have legislation, as you
know, to set up this Global Engagement Center to really give it the
personnel and the funding it needs to be able to push back.

I would like to know your views on that, and specifically do you
agree with me on the severity of the threat that is posed by foreign
government propaganda, disinformation, to U.S. interests and to
our allies?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, I do. Senator, I think it is a real threat, one
that has been underappreciated for years now. It has become
cheaper, faster, less attributable, so its power has increased, the
capacity for malign actors to use these information tools in ways
that they just did not have available them 20 or 40 years ago. It
also makes stopping it more difficult and requires a more com-
prehensive effort.

We have had a small role at the Central Intelligence Agency at
pushing back against it, and I know that there has been lots of talk
about the Global Engagement Center. And in the event that I am
confirmed, I promise you I will—I will put excellent Foreign Serv-
ice officers, excellent civil service officers on the task of developing
out that capability and using it in a robust way.

Senator PORTMAN. Well, I am encouraged to hear that. And as
you know, we have made some progress recently getting some
funds there and starting it up. Will you commit to helping imple-
ment this in an aggressive way, including ensuring we have the
right staff there to be able to pursue this critical mission?

Mr. PomPEO. I will, Senator Portman.

Senator PORTMAN. I just got back from Ukraine, and I see I just
have a minute and a half left based on what everybody else took,
so I will take it. [Laughter.]

Senator PORTMAN. I just got back from Ukraine, and as you and
I talked about, Ukraine unfortunately is ground zero for what is
going on with regard to disinformation, but it is beyond that. I was
out at the contact line and saw the military activities as well. Do
you support the continuation of providing defensive lethal weapons
to the Ukrainians so they can defend themselves?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I do.

Senator PORTMAN. Do you pledge that the United States while
you are Secretary of State would never recognize the annexation of
Crimea?
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Mr. PomPEO. Yes, Senator, I will fight to make sure that that
does not happen, and obviously it will be the President’s decision.
But, yes, I think it would be completely inappropriate to do that.

Senator PORTMAN. And do you believe sanctions on Russia im-
posed because of its aggression in Ukraine should remain until
Russia implements the terms of the Minsk cease fire agreement,
halts its aggression?

Mr. PoMmPEO. I do, Senator.

Senator PORTMAN. Thank you, Mr. Director.

Mr. POMPEO. Thank you, Senator.

Senator PORTMAN. And thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your indul-
gence.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. We are beginning the second round
now. There will be 5 minutes. And I have not heard from Mary
Alice, so are you ready:

Mr. PomPEO. Might we take just 5 minutes, Senator?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir. We will take—we will take a 5-minute
recess and convene again at 1:40. Thank you.

Mr. PomPEO. Thank you. [Recess.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. We will begin our second round.
With that, Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, before I begin my time, I
have received a number of letters from members of Congress and
a variety of groups expressing their views about Director Pompeo’s
nominations. I would like to introduce these letters into the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The material referred to above is located at the end of this tran-
script, beginning on page 282.]

Senator MENENDEZ. Director, I want to go back to my first line
of questioning. And, you know, for me, all of these hearings, wheth-
er it be about a witness on a subject or a nomination, and certainly
for a nomination to the Secretary of State, which is the fourth in
line to accession to the presidency, is super important. And when
I asked you about the March 22nd, 2017 meeting, your first answer
to me was—I am reading directly from the transcript—“I am not
going to talk about the conversations the President and I had.”

Mr. PomMPEO. Mm-hmm.

Senator MENENDEZ. Then when I pressed you further, you said
you did not recall. “I do not recall what he asked me that day pre-
cisely.” Now, that seemed to be going from I had a conversation,
I know what the conversation was about, but I am not going to talk
about it, to that I do not recall it now what was asked. And then
you gave a blanket conversation that you have never been asked
to do anything wrong or improper. Well, if you do not want to talk
about it and then you cannot remember it, I do not know how you
jump to that conclusion. So, it is concerning to me because we need
a Secretary of State who will be forthright with us and who will
be forthcoming as well.

Let me ask you this. Let me turn this picture up for you. On
April 4th this picture was taken. Can you tell me what is wrong
with the photo?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, you will have to help me.

Senator MENENDEZ. Okay.
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Mr. PomPEO. I have seen this picture before or a similar before.

Senator MENENDEZ. I would hope you could tell me what is
wrong, but here, I will give it to you in the interest of time. What
is wrong is that the United States of America is not there. What
is wrong is that Iran, Russia, and Turkey, supposedly a NATO ally,
who is purchasing an S-400 missile system from Russia in con-
travention of the mandatory sanctions that this institution passed
98 to 2 and is law. Turkey is supposed to be our NATO ally who
is fighting the same Kurds that we have depended upon to defeat
ISIS. These three leaders are engaged in the question of what to
do about Syria, and the United States is not even present.

So, what is the implications, for example, for our ally, the State
of Israel, if a Russia, Turkey, Iran alliance is unchallenged in shap-
ing the outcome of Syria?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I largely agree with the predicate of your
question. We need to have a robust diplomatic effort related to the
very set of issues you are describing. They were there for the pur-
pose of discussing what was—how they were going to carve up
Syria. That is a rough statement of their mission, but that is what
they were for. The American people need to be represented at that
table so that we can be part of that conversation.

Senator MENENDEZ. So, what is our strategy?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I will walk you through what we are try-
ing to accomplish in Syria. It is difficult. I will concede it is incred-
ibly complex, and Turkey’s entry into Afrin took an already incred-
ibly complex situation and put another twist in the cartwheel. So,
if you will bear with me.

We have the primary mission that we have been engaged in to
defeat ISIS. We did so using a group of men who did great work,
and we took the caliphate down, and we ought to be proud of it.
There is still work to do. That mission is not yet complete.

Senator MENENDEZ. The next element of it. I need you to be pre-
cise because the chairman, even though I asked for a longer period
of this questioning like we did with Secretary Tillerson, is going to
be rapping that gavel.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, to talk about Syria strategy in 2 minutes
is an enormous challenge.

Senator MENENDEZ. Just give me the elements of the strategy.

Mr. POMPEO. So, the—so the other objective is to achieve a diplo-
matic outcome such that there is more stability. We can take down
the violence, and so this is a diplomatic task so that we get to a
place where the Syrian people can ultimately govern themselves.
And our goal is to make that a post-Assad Syria one day. It is a
very difficult thing to accomplish.

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me move to another part nearby in the
world, Iran. Is it in the United States’ national security interest to
unilaterally withdraw from the Iran agreement without a strategy
for what comes next?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am confident that whatever course the
Administration takes, we will have a strategy.

Senator MENENDEZ. So, you are answering, yes, it is in the na-
tional security interest to withdraw because you will have a strat-
egy. Is that what your answer is?
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Mr. PoMPEO. Is in the national security interests that no matter
which course we take on, we should develop a strategy to achieve
the objectives that I think we all share to prevent Iran from having
a nuclear weapon.

Senator MENENDEZ. If the President unilaterally withdraws from
the JCPOA in May, what does the Administration intend to do?
What will you be recommending in terms of reinstituting the pre-
JCPOA sanctions on Iran and on those countries who engage with
Iran?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, there is an active policy discussion around
all of these issues about how this will proceed in the next 30 days
and the days thereafter. The objective is very clear. The objective
is to fix the shortcomings of the Iran deal. That will be true on May
11th, May 12th

SeI;ator MENENDEZ. But does that mean snapping back sanc-
tions?

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. May 13th.

Senator MENENDEZ. Does that mean snapping back sanctions?

1 Mr. PoOMPEO. Senator, I do not want to speculate on what we will
0.

Senator MENENDEZ. You know, I will tell you what a nominee
should do, Director. You want me to put my faith in you, but I can-
not do that blindly. I have to have some sense of what you will be
advocating even if it is not what the President decides. Is it to put
back sanctions? Does the sanctions depend upon whether the Euro-
peans are going to be in sync with us? And if we are not and we
put back sanctions, are they going to ultimately come along with
us, or are they going to reciprocate and say we are going to put
sanctions and tell our companies not to do it? And if we do not
snap sanctions back, are we nothing but a toothless tiger?

See, these are the critical questions that I am looking to under-
stand what you will advocate for. And it is not that you come as
a candidate here who has not had dealings with this issue because
in a different context as the CIA director, you have had dealings
with this issue. So, that is why I am trying to glean here, and I
am not getting it from you

Mr. PoMPEO. I have, Senator. I have had dealings with it, Sen-
ator, and I have had at the deep urging of some avoided being part
of the policy discussions around this. As you will know, some have
critiqued me for entering those discussions too much. So, with your
permission, it is hard to hypothesize about what the conditions will
be in May and how close we may be to achieving the President’s
objective through diplomacy to speculate on how we might respond.
It is just—it is difficult. I know that is what you are asking me to
do, and I simply—I cannot—it is a hypothetical situation about
which we still have a number of facts that are unavailable.

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, I was asking you for a strategy, not
goals. And I do not think that a strategy is one that invades the
space that you presently occupy with the space you hope to occupy.
And so, it would just make it a lot easier for me when I have to
vote on you to understand what you will be advocating for.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Pompeo,
thank you again for your testimony. I think you have an incredible
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job today challenging us and also being forth—being very forward
in your answers. And I appreciate that today, and it will serve you
well as Secretary of State, and I look forward to supporting you.

There has been some news that was made while you were in the
testimony earlier today President Trump. I think he has directed,
according to news reports, Ambassador Lighthizer, along with
Larry Kudlow, to open up the new possibility of reengaging in the
Trans-Pacific Partnership. And so, leading into this question on
China, the national security strategy released in 2017 says “China
and Russia challenge American power, influence, and influence at-
tempting to erode American security and prosperity. China seeks
to displace the United States in the Indo-Pacific region, expand its
reaches of state-driven economic model, reorder the region in its
favor. China is using economic inducements, penalties, influence
operations, and implied military threats to persuade other states to
heed its political and security agenda.”

I talked earlier about the clear militarization of the South China
Seas. I talked about the fact that they are now conducting, or at
least planning to conduct, live fire exercises in the Taiwan Straits,
Straits of Taiwan. Can you talk about this, perhaps including even
TPP, how that can counter China’s influence and what we need to
do to make sure that we have a policy toward China?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I was—that news was news to me, but I
have—I have watched the Administration, and my record was
clear. I supported TPP when I was a member of Congress. There
is an economic—there is an economic component to what China is
trying to do. We need to be engaged. There is a diplomatic compo-
nent to the economic activity as well. We need to be deeply engaged
there. And I am confident this Administration will do that.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Director Pompeo. Talking a little
bit about Southeast Asia and our challenge right now, how many
fighters right now from Southeast Asia do you think are in Syria
today?

Mr. PoMPEO. How many?

Senator GARDNER. How many Islamic fighters from Southeast
Asia do we estimate are in Syria?

Mr. PomMPEO. Senator, I do not recall the number. There are
many.

Senator GARDNER. And have we seen those go and return to
Southeast Asia as well?

Mr. PoMPEO. We have.

Senator GARDNER. And how is our coordination with those South-
east Asian nations—Philippines, other places—in terms of terms
addressing, monitoring, and combatting as they move back?

Mr. PoMPEO. Without giving too much detail, it is better in some
places than in others. But much as we do with our European part-
ners and our partners in the Middle East, we do our best to track
these terrorists as they move around the world so that we can to-
gether identify ways to prevent them from conducting their terror.

Senator GARDNER. The fighters that may have been in Southeast
Asia went to Syria and then returned. Do we know if any of them
were involved in the incidents in Mawari?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I do not recall sitting here today.
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Senator GARDNER. Thank you. In relation—in regards to Taiwan,
the Taiwan Travel Act signed into law March 18th, 2018, I sup-
ported that, commend the President for signing that. Do you agree
with the policy provisions, and just at what level would you author-
ize State Department personnel to visit Taiwan?

Mr. PomPEO. I do not know the answer to that. I am familiar
with the act. I am familiar with America’s One China policy
through communication, and I think there were six assurances. So,
I know American policy. I know what is there. With respect to the
level of appropriate authorities, I just need to look at that and,
frankly, turn to the professionals at the State Department to help
give me guidance before I opine on that issue.

Senator GARDNER. And would you support regularized arm sales
to Taiwan?

Mr. PomPEO. I think it is important, much as America has done
for quite some time, frankly under both—every Administration, Re-
publican, Democrat alike, that we provide the arm sales necessary
consistent with that—consistent with that One China policy.

Senator GARDNER. Yeah, and should we invite Taiwan to U.S.-
led multilateral exercises, RIMPAC in Hawaii, Red Flag in Alaska?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I do not know the answer to that.

Senator GARDNER. Okay. And obviously, I want to turn a little
back again to North Korea, if you do not mind. Does North Korea
present a nuclear proliferation threat?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, one of the things that is talked about too
little, we talk about the missile systems. We talk about delivery.
We talk about risks to the homeland. To the extent the capacity,
the nuclear capability, the technology, and the capacities that
North Korea has continue to exist, they present an enormous pro-
liferation threat throughout the world. They have demonstrated
that through history, and there is no reason to think, absent us
being successful, they will stop their proliferation.

Senator GARDNER. Does that currently include Syria?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I cannot speak to that.

Senator GARDNER. Do you know if North Korea provided any of
the elements, tools, supplies, to Syria that could have been a part
of the recent gas attack in Syria?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I cannot speak to that.

Senator GARDNER. Just quickly, what are your plans at the State
Department for the cyber position, the cybersecurity position?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have not done—had the org shown to me.
I have not seen the whole speed on that. I have not given a great
deal of consideration to people filling particular positions.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you.

Mr. PoMPEO. I can—I can only say that every element of govern-
ment has a piece of cyber duty. One of the challenges is that it is
so deeply divided that we do not have a central place to do cyber
work. At the CIA we have been—we have spent a great deal of re-
sources. I hope we have delivered value on our cyber efforts. I
would hope to do the same thing at the State Department.

Senator GARDNER. I just look forward to working with you on
that. I think it is an important element of what the State Depart-
ment can carry out. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN. I will note he has an outstanding gentleman
named Rob Strayer who is there now who not only has dealt with
homeland security issues, but foreign policy issues. And I know he
is working, in essence, right below that position now. He has done
an outstanding job on your behalf. You should know that. Senator
Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me—tomorrow
Vice President Pence will be heading to Peru for the Summit of the
Americas. I had a chance to meet with him with some other mem-
bers of our committee. The theme of the conference is on how
democratic governments deal with corruption, and I mention that
because you have been very strong at this hearing on protecting
American values, our democratic principles, et cetera.

Corruption corrodes democratic institutions. This committee has
passed out legislation that would task the State Department to es-
tablish rankings for countries in fighting corruption, similar to
what we do in trafficking in persons. But there is always resistance
within the State Department for more work being given to them.

Do we have your commitment that anti-corruption is so impor-
tant that we need to have an effective means of using our influence
in other countries through our development assistance, et cetera, to
develop the anti-corruption tools to fight corruption?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, Senator. I promise not to complain about
workload.

Senator CARDIN. I appreciate that. I take that as a—I really do.
As you know

Mr. POMPEO. At least publicly, Senator, I promise not to com-
plain about it. [Laughter.]

Senator CARDIN. Thank you. This committee has also been in the
forefront of providing the executive tools to deal with human rights
violators from the Magnitsky statute to the Global Magnitsky stat-
ute. We have gotten really good cooperation from both State De-
partment and Treasury on implementing the Magnitsky statutes.
Do we have your assurance that you will work with us?

It is a cooperative effort between the Congress and the Adminis-
tration to identify human right violators that are not being held ac-
countable in their own country so they cannot take advantage of
our banking system or visiting our country. Do we have your assur-
anc;zs that you will work closely with us in implementing that stat-
ute?

Mr. PomPEO. Those are both—both the Magnitsky Act itself and
the Global Magnitsky Act are powerful tools. You have my commit-
ment we will work to use those tools to the full capacity that the
State Department can.

Senator CARDIN. I thank you for that. On the budget for your De-
partment, we have seen the Administration, primarily through
OMB, come in with dramatic cuts to the State Department’s budg-
et. We need a champion in the State Department, and I heard you
say you would ask for the resources you need. I heard you say that.
One of the other problems we have had is there have been appro-
priated funds that have not been spent. Do we have your assur-
ances that you will follow the direction of Congress on how we es-
tablish priorities, and when we establish a priority through the
budget, you will carry out those priorities?




78

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have a lawful requirement to do so.

Senator CARDIN. I thank you

Mr. PoMPEO. And I have seen this from both sides as a member
of Congress, and now I have seen it in the executive branch. I
know—I know the rules. You have—I will try to make sure that
I am doing so in a way that delivers value, right? But, yes, you
have my commitment that I will work towards doing that.

Senator CARDIN. And that happened in Russia. It happened in
regards to us providing a way to defend against their propaganda,
and the State Department did not take the money that we pro-
vided. It was authorized by us and the appropriators put the
money in the budget, and we had a hard time getting it spent.

You obviously know a lot more information than any of us do in
regards to Russia as far as intelligence information. But can you
acknowledge publicly that Russia was involved in our 2016 elec-
tions?

Mr. POMPEO. Yes, sir.

Senator CARDIN. I appreciate that. And then I want to get to a
topic that you and I talked about in my office, and that is torture.
And I am going back to your prior hearing, but I want to take it
from a little bit different point of view. If confirmed as our top dip-
lomat, torture is one of the major issues that we talk about in glob-
al human rights. And if you give a dictator any room on torture,
on the definition of “torture,” they will use it with impunity.

And, yes, I have confidence in our professionals and how they go
about getting information. But if there is any ambiguity on
waterboarding or issues that are clearly within the purview of
being abused for interrogation, it leads to the erosion of global
human rights in regards to people who are under custody. So, can
you just clarify for me how you would as Secretary of State be clear
as to America’s commitment against torture?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I will, and I have 15 months of data that
you can take a look at in terms of—I had a very similar question
asked of me when I was being confirmed as the CIA director. Tor-
ture is illegal. It is never permitted. And today the techniques, one
of which you mentioned, are unlawful. Today there are limits on
that, legal limits that came from Congress and were signed by a
President. At the CIA and at the National Security Council table,
I have not heard anyone seek to undermine that particular piece
of legislation. We have—we are all committed to that.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, if I could, I would like to com-
pliment the nominee for giving concise answers. It is refreshing to
have a person who really answers our questions.

The CHAIRMAN. You could compliment him, not me, if you wish.
While we are on the issue of human rights that Senator Cardin
brought up on the front end, the committee has worked to—and all
of Congress and a President has signed legislation to end modern
slavery around the world. We have got about 27 million people
minimally that are in slavery today, more than at any time in the
world’s history. We have set up—there is an effort underway. The
State Department has funded 525 million, the he United Kingdom
has done the same, to utilize best efforts around the world to end
this scourge on mankind.
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I know you are aware of it. I hope you also—I know you com-
mitted to numbers of things with Senator Cardin, but I hope you
will commit to working with us to improve this to make it even
stronger than it is and to continue this effort.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I will. I worked on some related issues re-
lated to human trafficking when I was a member of the House of
Representatives. You have my commitment.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. When you were in
my office, we discussed the role of the State Department in empow-
ering women around the world and since women make up half of
the world’s population. As we get more information about what em-
powering women does, we learn that women are more likely to give
back to their families and their communities when they are able
to go to work and benefit economically, that countries that have
empowered women generally do better on everything from how
they deal with human rights to a democracy scale. And one of the
things that we have also learned, and the United States is the first
country to in legislation agree that we need to try and make sure
that when there is conflict resolution, that women are included in
those conversations and are at the negotiating table because that
means that those negotiations are going to last better and longer.

So, we have an Office of Global Women’s Issues. There has been
an ambassador in that office, and right now it is unfilled. It has
in the past reported to the Secretary. I appreciate your concerns
about the organizational chart. But I hope that you will take a look
at this position again and that you will commit to ensuring that
not only do we have a qualified ambassador in that role, but that
that is a position that works directly with the Secretary.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, you have my commitment to find that
qualified person and get them into their position and confirmed as
quickly as possible.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. It has been reported that State
Department officials have been asked to pare back language on
women’s rights, on sexual discrimination, on international family
planning in the annual human rights report. Again, can I have
your commitment that countries and groups that continue to dis-
criminate against and abuse women are exposed in this report as
they? have been for many years prior to the current upcoming re-
port?

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, Senator. I am only just a little bit familiar, I
think, from what you raised, and then I had a briefing over at the
State Department, too, with respect to the issue of concern that you
raised. You have my commitment that we will keep things that
ought not be influential in making the determination about how
that is put together to influence those decisions. We will—just as
I have done at CIA, we will try and do it straight up and get the
facts so that we can do that well and properly.

Senator SHAHEEN. Good, I appreciate that. We also discussed the
issue of refugees when you were in my office. As of April 1st, half-
way through the Fiscal Year, only 10,548 refugees have been reset-
tled. That is just 23 percent of the 45,000 admission ceiling that
has been established. So, can you talk about, first, will you ensure
that the State Department makes a good faith effort to meet the
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refugee admission ceiling in Fiscal Year 2018, and how you will
look at trying to make sure that happens?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, two questions. The answer to your first
one is about will I commit to go find out what has driven that and
try and——

Senator SHAHEEN. Correct.

Mr. PoMPEO.—unpack it. You have my commitment to that. I do
not know. You also have my commitment—I think America has an
important role here with respect to refugees. We have an important
role to provide humanitarian assistance for those that are seeking
refuge in as close to the place that they are. I have had a chance
to meet with some of these refugees in very difficult situations. You
ha\ﬁz my full commitment that we will work on these issues to-
gether.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. I appreciate that. And, of course,
as the director of the CIA, you have a very good idea how extensive
the vetting is for refugees who are invited into the United States.

Mr. PoMPEO. We play a small part of that, but, yes, I am familiar
with that process. Yes, ma’am.

Senator SHAHEEN. I very much appreciate your statements with
respect to addressing morale at the State Department, to address-
ing staffing at the State Department. I hope you will also look at
promotions. That is another place that has been an issue at the
State Department. And you—one of the—it is my understanding
that there is still a hiring freeze at the State Department. That is
the only department within the Federal government that still has
a hiring freeze in place. I hope you will commit to repealing that
hiring freeze and move forward as quickly as possible on filling the
vacancies that exist within the State Department.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator Shaheen, I will. I do not—I have heard dif-
ferent things about the exact status of the hiring freeze, but I want
to go one further. I spent a lot of time working on recruiting of
human capital at the Central Intelligence Agency, making sure
that we had the best Americans in the world applying to become
CIA officers. We were not resourced, we were not structured prop-
erly to do that in my view. We devoted more resources to it. In 15
months I am not sure I can point to success yet, but I think we
have the building blocks in place to do that.

I want to do that at the State Department, too. I want—I want
the best of America, and the way that it had traditionally been part
of the State Department to say I want to be a professional officer
at the State Department.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. I appreciate that. As Senator
Murphy said, what we are seeing in China is that there are
plussing up their diplomatic activities, so it makes no sense for us
to be undermining ours. So, thank you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Coons.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Corker, and thank you,
Director Pompeo. On those same topics, we had a very constructive
conversation yesterday, and I am confident that you would be a
good advocate for the career professionals of the State Department
and USAID. And so, rather than focus on some of the management
and budget and so forth, I am going to focus on areas where I still
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have got some unresolved questions and would rather have a more
pointed exchange. But I wanted to make sure I recognized that I
think you have got clarity about the importance of the mission and
the role and deep respect for the professionals who carry out this
job.

You said in your prepared statement that “Representing America
also requires promoting America’s ideals, values, and priorities for
those who ultimately determine the trajectory of geopolitics, the
voters and citizens of the world,” and I agree with you. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to introduce for the record an article from the
Pew Research Center which reflects trends that other surveys of
the world and world leaders have also revealed.

[The material referred to above is located at the end of this tran-
script, beginning on page 319.]

Senator COONS. The Center’s 2017 annual survey looked at glob-
al levels of confidence in President Trump, in Russian president,
Vladimir Putin, and Chinese President, Xi Jinping, and German
chancellor, Angela Merkel, and their confidence that they would do
the right thing for the world. And it was striking that for the first
time there has been real slippage. Are you concerned to see polls
such as this that for the first time ever, say more people around
the world or more leaders around the world trust Vladimir Putin
and Xi Jinping to lead the world in the right direction than Amer-
ica under Donald Trump’s leadership?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I definitely want people to understand ac-
curately. It is not an attempt to deceive, but rather to accurately
have the people of the world understand the beacon of democracy
that the United States of America is. We talked just a moment ago
with Senator Portman about misinformation and the capacity to
move that around the world diligently to make sure it does not
have an impact. I do not know. I could not tell you the depths of
the poll, and I do not know of it. But it is—it is the case there are
actors in the world seeking to achieve exactly the perception that
you laid out there, and we need to make sure that we are doing
all that we can to counter that perception of the United States.

Senator COONS. I am sure you would agree that the United
States has and promotes quite different values than China.

Mr. PoMPEO. Deeply. Deeply.

Senator COONS. And so, I would be interested in both what your
strategy would be for investing in the resources needed to push
back on this difference, and what role do you think our values
should play, both in our bilateral relationship with China and in
how we engage in the world. I have had a concern that over the
last 15 months, our values were not as front and center as our in-
terests more narrowly understood. How do we change that in our
bilateral relationship with China and, more broadly, around the
world?

Mr. PomPEO. I believe that our values drive—often drive—some-
times you will see people characterize our interests as being in jux-
taposition or in conflict with our values. That may well from time
to time be the case. I think most often, Senator, that actually our
values drive those interests. We should be unashamed about that.
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We should speak to the reason we operate the way we do. We
should defend American values every place we go.

It means with respect to China perhaps, but certainly with re-
spect to other countries, hard conversations. Some days perhaps,
Senator, tradeoffs as well. We do end up having to deal with unsa-
vory characters from time to time to achieve an outcome that we
deem important to American national security. But we should
never do that to the—we should never do that exclusively. That is,
we should never put away this American vision for the thing that
make societies most successful and people be able to achieve what
it is that they seek. We should—we should be proud of that, and
we should always have that part of the discussion.

Senator COONS. And I think that is a vision that does not just
tolerate, but celebrates, our differences.

Mr. POMPEO. Absolutely.

Senator COONS. And as the co-chair of the Senate Human Rights
Caucus with Senator Tillis, I am concerned about how we make
sure that we make that celebration of difference a piece of our for-
eign policy. I would be interested in whether you think LGBTQ
rights human rights and whether you would advocate for them as
a piece of a broader agenda of advocating for diversity, and what
your strategy is for preventing partners, like Turkey, and Egypt,
and the Philippines, that have genuinely slid on their respect and
recognition for rights, broadly understood, from moving further
away from our core values.

Mr. PompPEO. I think there were three questions there, Senator.
Let me try. I deeply believe that LGBTQ persons have every right
that every other person in the world would have. We have many
countries in the world that do not honor that, that do not reflect
that, that behave—that conduct heinous activity against those per-
sons. We have a responsibility when we are dealing with those
countries to do our best to have an impact, to make—to make—to
make them recognize the fundamental dignity of every human
being in the same way that we do here in the United States.

Senator COONS. Last question if I might, Mr. Chairman. There
was some exchange you had previously about statements you made
as an elected official right after the Boston Marathon bombing in
2013, and whether that sends a message to America’s Muslims,
their community within our country, and the leaders around the
world you will need to work with as a chief diplomat. Just tell me
something about who the leaders are in the Muslim world you will
be willing to work closely with, and what priority you would place
on changing that perception of your views given by a few state-
ments that, as we discussed yesterday, you think were taken out
of context. I think it is important to have a sense on the record of
your view of the religion of Islam and of our partnerships in the
Muslim world.

Mr. PoMPEO. Let me—let me try and do that, but let me try and
give evidence. I have worked with—I have worked with our—with
our intelligence partners throughout, a broad range of Muslim ma-
jority countries. I have worked with them closely. We have done
very difficult things together. It might be difficult for you to chase
some of them down, but I think if you could speak to them, you
would find that the view that you suggested that some have seen



83

from that remark, it would be very different to them. I think they
have come to understand that I deeply honor their religion. I honor
their commitment to that.

Where it causes some of the challenges that you asked in your
previous question, we have tried to push back even at the—even
at the lowly intelligence level. We have taken on some of these
human rights issues in a crisp and square way. I assure you that
I will continue to do that if I am confirmed into this new position
as well.

Senator COONS. Thank you for your answers. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Pompeo, this
question has been asked by, I think, several members, but I am
going to ask it in just a little bit different way. We are living in
kind of an extraordinary time in terms of our Constitution and
what is unfolding. My understanding is that Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral Rosenstein has been called over to the White House. As you
know, Director Comey was fired by the President. And I under-
stand you have—you know, you went to the best law school in the
country. You are a Harvard-trained lawyer, and so I think you
really understand the difference between right and wrong here.

If we had this circumstance, and, I mean, when we look very
close to it, I do not think it is—I do not think we can dismiss this
as a hypothetical. If you either had the firing of the deputy attor-
ney general, Rosenstein, or you had the firing of the special pros-
ecutor, Mueller, this would be an unbelievable, extraordinary event
in our history. I think it is clear it would be a violation of law, of
the statutes allowing this kind of investigation. It would be ob-
struction of justice. It would violate rule of law as known in this
country and around the world. I think it would put us in a con-
stitutional crisis.

And so, I am wondering as—you are nominee to be Secretary of
State, would you refuse this position if this happened?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I did answer this question once before.

Senator UDALL. Well, I do not think you quite answered it this
way.

Mr. PoMPEO. Maybe not. I think the answer is no. Again, I have
not had a long time to think about it. When domestic turmoil
arises, all the more important I think to have leaders representing
America around the world. I mean, I have seen this. We have all
lived this, right? There was a time when we had a President im-
peached, right? We had a United States President impeached.
Enormous domestic turmoil, and it is my recollection that most of
the Cabinet members chose to continue to do their best to defined
American democracy and to do their roles around the world.

So, my thought here as I sit here before you today is that I would
continue to endeavor to do that.

Senator UDALL. Well, I think if you remember, you are speaking
of the impeachment of Nixon. Many officials that were in the line
decided as a moral matter to step aside. They were not going to
have anything to do with it, and then everything happened very
quickly after that. But we are in a situation now where I think,
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you know, this is going to be one of the biggest moral issues of our
time. I do not think

You know the difference between right and wrong. To just dis-
miss this and just say, oh, I am just going to continue to do my
job, I mean, as the rest of the government and our Constitution
crumbles around us. I mean, would you resign as CIA director if
that is the position you are in?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I think that is the same question. I was
asking thinking of a more recent impeachment of the President
when President Clinton was impeached. That is what I actually
had in my head when you asked the question.

Senator UDALL. I think:

Mr. PomPEO. I think his Cabinet members decided that it was—
it was incumbent upon them in this time of domestic political tur-
moil to continue to perform their functions ably on behalf of the
United States.

Senator UDALL. Yeah, well, I think the closer parallel is Nixon.
But would you take any action if—this constitutional crisis that I
have described here, would you take any action to do anything
about it to express your opinion in terms of right and wrong?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, we are a long way down—we are a long
way down into a hypothetical.

Senator UDALL. Yeah, but it is a hypothetical that may happen
in the course of you getting your nomination before the Senate and
having debate. I think you should answer the question.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I am going to give the same answer I gave
previously.

Senator UDALL. So, your answer is you would not do anything.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I did not say that.

Senator UDALL. Well, tell me what you would do. You did
not—

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, again, we are——

Senator UDALL. Tell me what you would do.

Mr. PoMPEO. Yes, Senator, again, I have to tell you, you are
down a hypothetical. Just steadfastly, even if it was to my advan-
tage not to speculate on hypotheticals today, I am going to continue
to do that.

Senator UDALL. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would just say I am very
proud of many of the Republicans in the—who serve in the United
States Senate standing up and saying that they think that this
would be intolerable and they would not accept it. And I think they
are going to step forward, so thank you very much. Appreciate it.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Murphy, or Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you again, Director
Pompeo. In 2016, you wrote “congress must act to change Iranian
behavior and ultimately the Iranian regime.” I think the topic of
Iran has been amply discussed today, but I—but you and I chatted
about this in my office and I am curious. I want to ask you, do you
think regime change in another nation is an acceptable foreign pol-
icy goal for the United States. And if I can just follow up, and if
you do, I would like you to tell me whether our earlier efforts at
regime change have shown any success, and also describe for me
how we can embrace regime change as a foreign policy goal without
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encouraging other nations, including our adversaries, to think it is
an appropriate goal for them.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, let me try and unpack I think three or
four questions there. First, with respect to the specific comment,
some have suggested this was by use of force. It was not intended
as such. I expressly did not say that in that piece. I talked about—
I talked about the fact that we have a theocratic regime that is the
world’s largest state sponsor of terror. And to the extent we can
take—engage in activities to free the Iranian people, right?

And I am proud of what the Administration did when there were
protests earlier this year or perhaps it was in the fall of last. I was
proud of the way this Administration responded. It did so force-
fully. It did so in support of the Iranians that were demanding a
change to the theocracy that was inside there and, frankly, eco-
nomic change as well. Those are the kind of things that I was
thinking about when I was speaking to what U.S. policy ought to
be aiming to achieve. It is the kind of democracy promotion that
I think is entirely appropriate for the United States government to
be engaged.

Senator KAINE. Okay. Now, democracy promotion, I am a hun-
dred percent with you.

Mr. PomPEO. That is what I was talking about.

Senator KAINE. But if you say that regime change should be an
official policy, the U.S. should have the regime change of Iran or
any nation as an official policy, then why would Russia not be com-
pletely justified in saying, well, regime change in the United States
should be our official policy? Do we really want to go down the
route where we take upon our own shoulders the decision about
whether there ought to be a regime change in another country?
And, again, there is ample examples of us thinking that we could
and finding out that we do not know so much about other countries
as we think.

Mr. PoMPEO. I am familiar with the list of which you are refer-
ring, Senator, and I do not disagree with you about our success at
achieving that in a way that benefitted America or the world. I do
not disagree.

Senator KAINE. And you would agree with me if we embrace the
regime change in other nations, we can hardly say that this is
something that only the U.S. gets to do. If we say that is an accept-
able foreign policy goal for us, other nations can conclude it is an
acceptable foreign policy goal for them or may have already so con-
cluded.

Mr. PoMPEO. Yeah. Senator, I must say I do not find the—I do
not find the moral equivalency there in each case that you are de-
scribing. This is a—this is a unique, exceptional country. Russia is
unique, but not exceptional. It behaves in ways that are deeply dif-
ferent from whatever ought to contemplate in terms of—I mean,
the words “democracy promotion” and “Vladimir Putin” are un-
likely to be used in the same sentence, paragraph, or document.

Senator KAINE. Maybe the same zip code.

Mr. PomPEO. Maybe the same—maybe the same century. I am
sensitive to your concerns. I appreciate them, but I do want to be
careful that we are all cognizant of the fact that—I mean, look at
the election meddling, right? It is different in kind in terms of the
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way we engage with the peoples of the world, and I think that is
important. To your point, I think we should be proud of that and
Cﬁntinue to make sure that we stay on the right side of the line
there.

Senator KAINE. I think this came up earlier, but I want to make
sure. The President announced earlier this week that he was not
going to attend the Summit of the Americas. And I think this ac-
tion, together with some other actions—the threat to pull out of
NAFTA, the bellicose rhetoric back and forth between the Presi-
dent and Mexico—is suggesting that the Administration does not
put a high priority in the Americas. And so, what would you do as
Secretary, if confirmed, to show our Caribbean and American
neighbors that we value these relationships?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, that is a great question. I have seen first-
hand. I have traveled there a couple of times, I think, as the CIA
director. These are places of enormous opportunity and immense
economic opportunity for America, and a place that is at risk if
America walks away and is not engaged. We see—we see places in
turmoil in Venezuela. The Administration has been pretty focused
on trying to achieve the outcome there to try to get the Venezuelan
people to be successful at getting what they need in terms of lead-
ership and government. And we have seen the refugee crisis that
has flowed from that into Colombia and other places.

Deeply important place. I assure you that I will work to get an
undersecretary for Western Hemisphere confirmed as quickly as
possible and all of the right people in place so that we can deliver
good diplomatic solutions in Latin America as well, Latin and
South America.

Senator KAINE. Finally, as far as you know, is it the Administra-
tion’s policy, consistent with previous Administrations, that the
U.S. wants to find ways to promote a peaceful two-state solution
in Israel and Palestine with independent nations of Israel and Pal-
estine living peacefully with each other?

Mr. PoMPEO. It is, Senator.

Senator KAINE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. I enjoyed the line of questioning. I was somewhat
talking a little bit with Senator Menendez. You know, the regime
change issue, I remember—it seems like that everybody on this
committee, except maybe Senator Paul from Kentucky, agreed with
the previous Administration’s policy that Assad had to leave. Assad
must go. It seemed that was unanimous. Maybe that was not the
case. But that to me is indicative of some feeling of a regime
change.

Senator KAINE. That he is brutal and a dictator and subject to
sanctions, international criminal prosecution, even military action
to punish him for civilians is one thing. But I do not think the
United States has a right to decide who should be the leader of an-
other country.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it seems to me that a President stating
that someone has to go is going way down that road. It was the
stated policy of the United States of America that Assad had to go.

Senator KAINE. It was the stated policy of the President’s, and
that statement, I thought, was very, very unfortunate because it
raised expectations that were then dashed. I do not think—when
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the U.S. tries to do regime change, we—you know, it was going to
be great with Gaddafi gone. It was going to be great with——

The CHAIRMAN. I did not agree with the Gaddafi issue. I do re-
member Secretary Kerry being here and being pummeled by com-
mittee members to ensure that it was the policy of the Administra-
tion that Assad had to leave. I do remember that. Maybe not every
single person on this committee believed, but I am sorry, I would
say most every person on this committee.

Senator Booker.

Senator BOOKER. Thank you very much. Mr. Pompeo, thank you
very much. My last line of questioning I want to move on to some-
thing else, but I do appreciate your religious freedom, my religious
freedom, and that being one of our core ideals, for you to hold be-
liefs, whatever you think about homosexuality, whatever you think
about Muslims. But obviously, in this country it is really important
to create the climate of freedom, that you insist that are you treat-
ing people equally even if past statements might put a chill on peo-
ple that might work for you.

Somebody that worked with you, two folks sent me a letter
today, and I would like just to enter into the record this letter from
Andre Carson.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, and Senator Coons’ paperwork
a minute ago without objection. But go ahead.

[The material referred to above is located at the end of this tran-
script on page 322.]

Senator BOOKER. Yeah, Andre Carson and Keith Ellison, two of
the Muslim members of the United States Congress. It is a very
heartfelt, very personal letter about your nomination and their feel-
ings. But I want to move down a little bit or move on a little bit
into our Bill of Rights and talk about the freedom of the press if
you do not mind.

This Administration’s treatment of the press has been adver-
sarial, let us say, at the least. Maybe that is a generous way of put-
ting it, but I think it has actually been a little probably more to-
wards vicious. The President in his first day in office attacked the
media on their reporting about the inauguration and deemed the
press the enemy of the people. And that’s very dramatic. His fake
news accusations have become something that has almost become
a1 meme of sorts in our country, but very tragically around the
planet.

As you know, we are at a point now where we have the imprison-
ment, according to the Committee to Protect Journalism, we have
journalists being imprisoned around the world at a pretty signifi-
cant rate that is at a historical high. And there are actually about
24 journalists or, excuse me, 21 journalists that are now in prison
in places like Turkey, in China on fake news charges.

You recently—you are currently the head of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, which understandably should be a lot more opaque
and does not engage. I think I heard you say earlier in this hearing
that you have had just a handful of public engagements. But now
you are going to be our Secretary of State and traditions going back
from Jefferson to the more recent people you have talked to has a
culture of much more openness towards the press.
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And so, let me just ask you just for the record real quick. You
do not believe the press is the enemy of the state, do you?

Mr. PoMPEO. I do not, Senator.

Senator BOOKER. I did not think so. And you are going to engage
with the press in an open, be transparent, allow a robust engage-
ment if I can say. I imagine that a yes.

Mr. PoMPEO. It is my every intention, yes.

Senator BOOKER. Great. And then it comes to your posture to-
wards the press as you travel internationally, you are going to be-
come in many ways like the American that you are, sort of an apos-
tle of the idea of the free press.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator BOOKER. Thank you very much. I want to move on to
Syria, if I may. The President, and you and I talked about some
of the—you and I both commented, I believe, that we need to
counter Iran, the threat of Iran. And then I talked to you yesterday
about sort of the incongruency about our policy in Syria. The Presi-
dent has announced that he would freeze $200 million in stabiliza-
tion assistance, and that the U.S. would pull out of ISIS as soon
as—as soon as ISIS is defeated, he wants to pull out of—pull out
as soon as possible. And I am wonder what is your—what is your
view on that presidential intention is.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it is an active discussion. I want to be a
little bit careful. With respect to the longer-term strategy in Syria,
I can speak to that as opposed to the near-term events that are—
that are before us now. I do not want to prejudge what the Admin-
istration is going to choose to do.

With respect to the President’s statement about departing from
Syria, which I think is at the core of your question, I think the
President made clear he wants to get out, that he does—he does
want to have fewer American men and women there. We have
fewer there today, men and women there today than we had some
period ago, all right? We are trying to, Secretary Mattis is trying
to get the footprint right there to achieve the American objective.

It is also the case that we hope that we can find partner forces
to help achieve some of the very same goals that you referenced in
your question. But I think—I think we would all agree to the ex-
tent we can achieve those objectives for America, do it with fewer
American men and women on the ground and better diplomacy,
that is the task that is before us.

Senator BOOKER. And I know this was explored before, I just
want to ask it very simply. Does the President have the authority
to launch strikes against the government of Syria?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, yes, I believe that he does.

Senator BOOKER. You believe he does. So, you do not believe
there should be a new—there is a need for a new authorization for
the use of military force to cover such an attack.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I believe that he has the authority he
needs to do that today. I do not believe we need a new AUMF for
the President to engage in the activity that you described. I think
I said earlier, if I am confirmed, I am looking forward to working
with you. I do believe it is important that we refresh the AUMEF,
that we bring it—bring it forward, and we have current members
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serving who have supported the policies of the United States with
respect to the use of force.

Senator BOOKER. And let me just say in closing because I was
very grateful for our conversation privately, but I just want to have
it said out there in the public. Myself and Senator Flake, and espe-
cially who I would consider a specialist on our—on our committee,
Senator Coons, our focus on issues in Africa from the Sahel region
down to what I think Senator Flake asked you directly about,
which was Zimbabwe.

Mr. POMPEO. Zimbabwe, yes.

Senator BOOKER. The feeling that I got from my trip recently was
this feeling of neglect, not just from our foreign countries, but in
many ways a yearning for more engagement from the State De-
partment. Clearly, they are essential U.S. interests there. Clearly,
the Chinese activities are something that I know you find con-
cerning. I just want to make sure and hear for the record what you
told me privately, that this will be a priority for you, that you will
invest your time and attention to in a significant way, not only in
boosting morale, filling positions, but also putting forth a real
strategy to deal with everything from the humanitarian crisis in
Sudan and Congo to the political crises and challenges we see in
places like Zimbabwe and South America—South Africa.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I think I confirmed that for you yesterday,
but I am happy to confirm it here as well. Full scale, right, from
humanitarian needs to all the other elements of U.S. diplomatic
power.

Senator BOOKER. Thank you, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Before moving to Senator Markey, the refreshing
of the AUMF you are talking about was the 2001-2002.

Mr. PoMmPEO. Yes, sir. I was thinking in particular at that point
the 2001 AUMF.

The CHAIRMAN. And I assume, again, when you talk about the
strikes in Syria, the President having the authority, you are talk-
ing about surgical strikes, not prolonged efforts.

Mr. PoMPEO. That is correct. Yes, Senator Corker.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Pompeo, I
would like to like at your record on human rights a little closer.
Next Monday is the fifth anniversary of the Patriot’s Day Mara-
thon bombing in Boston. And it, of course, was a horrific day in our
history, and it was something that proved once again that we are
Boston strong. But following those attacks, you falsely alleged that
American Muslim leaders were “potentially complicit” in violent
acts for failing to speak out, even though the American Muslim
community and its leaders had already condemned that attack.

Because words matter, Mr. Pompeo, I have to ask you, do you be-
lieve that your statements falsely accusing American Muslim lead-
ers of being complicit in the Boston Marathon attacks exemplifies
the kind of moral leadership that our country should have in the
post of Secretary of State?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I think I answered this for you yesterday,
but I am happy to do it here again. I will answer it the same way.
I felt then and feel now that everyone has a responsibility to speak
out about these terror attacks. The threat from extremist terror
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around the world remains in spite of all the good efforts and all the
resources that have been provided. That is what I was speaking to
that day in the aftermath of the attacks to which you refer, those
horrific attacks. That is what I was speaking to.

It is true that many leaders speak out about it. I am not sure
that we ever get to a point where it is enough. And what I said
to Senator Booker yesterday I am happy to share with you as well.
We talked about it in a different context, but it is the case that dif-
ferent people have greater and lesser credibility on particular
issues, and that is what I was speaking to there. It is—I'm sorry.

Senator MARKEY. Do you—do you apologize to the Boston Muslim
leadership for those comments in relationship to that incident? Do
you apologize to them?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it was not my intention in any respect to
suggest that they were part of the chain of events that led to the
attack. That was not my point at all.

Senator MARKEY. In your opinion—in your opinion, were they
complicit?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, my statement is clear. We are all to the
extent we are silent, to the extent we do not respond to this, to the
extent we do not make sure that our educational system

Senator MARKEY. Well, that is what I am asking you.

Mr. PoMPEO. This is it. We all—we all, Senator.

Senator MARKEY. The Boston Muslim community came out and
condemned it.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, then——

Senator MARKEY. Is there any way in your mind—is there any
way in your mind that they are complicit?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, to the extent they condemned the attacks,
:cihey did what it was that I think we all have the responsibility to

0.

Senator MARKEY. All right. To the extent to which they did. Well,
they did.

Mr. PoMPEO. Well, then, Senator, then yes. I am happy that they
did that. I think that is a good thing. I think it decreases the risk
that an event like this is ever likely to happen again.

Senator MARKEY. Yeah. Well, you are being nominated for the
position of Secretary of State, and of course the Rohingya are large-
ly Muslim.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator MARKEY. And the Burma military are engaged in a vi-
cious destruction of this culture, and this brutal campaign has al-
ready driven over 600,000 Rohingya survivors to Bangladesh. What
is your message to the Burma military with regard to how you
view Muslim leadership inside of Burma who are fighting to pro-
tect the very existence of this Muslim minority inside of Burma?

Mr. POMPEO. American diplomats have and must continue to do
our level best to stop this tragic activity. And that is the Burmese
military in particular who is responsible for that.

Senator MARKEY. Right. Well, I think it is important that there
be a moral clarity that is uttered by the Secretary of State, by the
President of the United States about the Muslim population of the
planet. You know, leaving an impression that somehow or other
they are less entitled to full protection or respect for their commit-
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ment to human rights, I am afraid it says to those who wish to use
the Muslim population as an excuse for actions that would other-
wise be condemned is something that the United States leadership,
and you as Secretary of State potentially, have to be responsible for
dispelling on an ongoing basis.

And that is what I am afraid of in terms of the message that is
sent, unless you explicitly make clear that in your opinion, there
are isolated incidences of abhorrent Muslim activity. But in the
whole, these are good people. They are religious people, and they
have to be given all the full protections that every other religion
of people are given. And that is your responsibility.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I agree with you. I am happy to say that.
I agree it is a tiny fraction. I think I have said that previously pub-
licly as well. No one has brought that forward today. Perhaps I
should have done so myself, but I agree. I agree with almost every-
thing you just said. Maybe everything, but I would need to go grab
the record. With respect to treating them each with the individual
dignity they deserve, and to treating their faith in that way, I am
with you, Senator.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I do wish the Buddhist leadership in Burma
would conduct themselves a little better as it relates to the
Rohingya. I will say that.

Senator MARKEY. And I agree with you a hundred percent. There
is a religious struggle there, and I do not think that any demoniza-
tion by any American of Muslims in general, those being not re-
spectful of human dignity, human rights, is very important.

The CHAIRMAN. I agree.

Senator MARKEY. And I just think we have to hear it consistently
on a bipartisan basis at every level, especially when we reach this
level. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Merkley.

Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Senator Markey.

The CHAIRMAN. I thought it was Merkley, but I will go to Mur-
phy. [Laughter.]

Senator MURPHY. Markey, Merkley, Murphy. It is hard. Our ears
are not—[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. No, no, I do not want to be saying it incorrectly.
Actually, it is Senator Murphy. I have an early bird rule here, and
I sometimes get confused. Go ahead.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are belaboring
these questions of authorization, and I suspect you know why.
Many of us have had misgivings about how the executive has ex-
panded the ability to act unilaterally without congressional author-
ization both in this Administration and in prior Administrations.
There are differences, though. President Obama did not think he
had the authority to launch missile strikes against Syria without
congressional authorization, this Administration believes it does,
bu]‘[c) the concern spans both. So, I will ask one last question on this
subject.

The rationale for U.S. military troops in Syria has been to fight
ISIS, and I think many of us support that even if we do not believe
the authorization exists. We believe in the mission. The Adminis-
tration has started to signal publicly that there is a follow-on mis-
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sion for our existing presence, which is to combat the influence of
Iran in the future settlement of accounts inside Syria. Do you be-
lieve that U.S. troop presence is necessary inside Syria to try to
stem (}ran’s influence? And if so, what is the legal basis for that ac-
tivity?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I will concur with you. While it is com-
plicated, the legal basis gets much more difficult. The clarity that
I think we have today—it sounds like you may disagree about the
clarity today, I think we are coloring inside the line there—be-
comes much more difficult.

Senator MURPHY. and do you believe that a troop presence is
needed there to try to combat Iranian influence?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, it depends on precisely how that mission
is constructed. No, I think there are other places, lots of other tools
in the American foreign policy toolkit that will allow us to achieve
that. It may be the case that the President concludes that we have
got to do it that way in order to achieve his goal there. And I am
confident that the Administration will comply with the law if it
chooses to do that.

I think—I think it is hard to—we talked about the JCPOA sin-
gularly. We have talked about now this element of countering Iran
singularly. We talked about sanctions on Iran singularly. The truth
of the matter is that the strategy that has been laid out by the Ad-
ministration comprises multiple parts. And to the extent one piece
or another is succeeding or delivering the outcomes we are looking
for, right, today the rial—I guess this is yesterday—58,000 to the
dollar. That is a very weak Iranian economy.

The Iranian people are about done with trying to figure out how
it is that they are going to benefit from the place they find them-
selves today. They are frustrated with the economic failures of the
administration in Iran. There are lots of tools in the toolkit, Sen-
ator Murphy, and I cannot answer without considering each of
them, precisely how I think about the continued presence there
while I will concede the legality is more complex.

Senator MURPHY. More complex. I think it is charitable to call
what we are doing in Syria today a strategy I think as we watch
a President move troops in, then propose to pull them out. It is
hard for us and our allies to figure out exactly what the strategy
is there.

Finally, I just wanted to ask you a question that we talked about
privately, and that is how you perceive the utility of the toolkit
that is given to a secretary of state. And I am of the belief that,
you know, our foreign policy toolkit is badly mis-resourced today.
I am a big believer in peace through strength, but I am not sure
it makes sense to spend 20 times as much money on the military
as it does on diplomacy, especially when, you know, countries like
Russia are standing up all sorts of non-kinetic capacities in order
to win friends and influence adversaries.

And one of the frustrations we had with Secretary Tillerson was
that he was fond of telling this committee that if we gave him one
more dollar, he would no idea how to spend it. This was one of his
favorite phrases when he met with us. And it just seemed to belie
the reality of the world in which there are lots of threats that you
cannot meet with all of the great military equipment we make in
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Connecticut. You have to go to actually stand-up capacities that the
State Department and USAID has alone.

So, I just wanted to get your thoughts on that theory of the inter-
national case.

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I will—if I can broaden out just a little bit,
I will answer that one. I will take the extra dollar. I am convinced
that I can figure out ways to add value, to create American na-
tional security value with resources. And by the way, when I do not
need the dollar, I will send it back, too; that is, if I conclude that
a program does not work, I will let you know I think this does not
work, and we will work our way through that.

We have come through 15 years at a Nation where the CT fight
has been at the front of much of the way we have thought about
the world, and now these challenges, I think, do move on. I think—
I think we are out of balance with respect to how we are thinking
about using these tools and these levers of power. So, I think—I
think your sense of that is correct.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Senator Merkley.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. Will you work to have our Presi-
dent be a visible, vocal, forceful advocate against the genocide and
ethnic cleansing in Burma?

Mr. PomPEO. I am sorry, was that a question?

Senator MERKLEY. That was a question. Will you——

Mr. PompPEO. Will I work? Yes.

Senator MERKLEY. Yes.

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. We would love to hear President
Trump speak out on that topic. Transparency in resource extrac-
tion payments is a principle designed for situations like that in
Equatorial Guinea where the oil payments go directly to the family
rather than to the treasury of the country. It has vast wealth, but
most people live under $2 a day. Do you believe in transparency,
and we should work to increase transparency in resource extraction
payments?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I know it sounds right, but I do not know
much about the situation there in that country in terms of where
the resources are going. So, if I might take that question and get
you an answer. Yes, as a general matter, I think that is appro-
priate.

Senator MERKLEY. It is an issue in many, many countries where
the country is more or less robbed while the people live in abject
poverty.

The War Powers Act you referred to earlier, and we talked about
it in the context of Libya. It says that the President can send U.S.
armed forces into action abroad only under statutory authorization
by Congress or in case of “a national emergency created by an at-
tack upon the United States, its territories, or possessions.” Do you
believe in a situation in Syria where neither of those two qualifica-
tions are met that, in fact, the President has the power to send
U.S. military forces into action?

Mr. PomPEO. I do with the—with the clarification that Senator
Corker so gratefully provided to me in response to the previous
time I answered that question.



94

Senator MERKLEY. That is a longer conversation, but that does
go against most of the international findings of law, that there has
to be a threat, and it is our law as well.

The 2018 CIA assessment presented to Congress said the im-
pacts of long-term trends towards a warming climate are likely to
fuel economic and social discontent, and upheaval. Secretary Mattis
and General Dunford have said that climate change is a national
security threat multiplier. Do you believe that climate change is a
threat multiplier, and will you undertake to help lead the world in
reducing this threat by reducing carbon dioxide pollution that is
heating the planet?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I am familiar with the report that the
agents that I was leading issued. I see no reason to take any fault
with what it committed to. I also believe that the climate is chang-
ing, that there is a warming taking place. I am happy to concede
that there is likely a human component to that. And I am equally
prepared to tell you that as we find tools that are effective to pre-
vent risk to the United States that are national security challenges,
the State Department ought to appropriately be involved in them.

Senator MERKLEY. You are heading in the right direction. We do
not have you quite—on a major threat to the planet. It is inter-
esting that our own EPA this year said greenhouse gases from
human activities are the most significant factor in climate change
since the mid-20th century. I see all the impacts in Oregon, but we
also see it in national defense situations around the world, includ-
ing Syria where it was a prolonged drought that drove people into
the cities, and was the spark that ignited the civil war that became
the complete fiasco and mess that we have now. And that is the
sort of thing the Defense Department is talking about when they
are talking about a threat multiplier.

And T just saw this in Northern Africa as well. The president of
Somalia, who is also an American citizen, made a powerful case
that that is a huge source of disruption of his ability to restore nor-
mal rule of law in the—in the country. So, I do hope the world is
looking at this and saying where is the U.S. leadership. I hope you
will be a leader in taking on the carbon pollution because we do
not have a lot of time on this. We have continued to investigate it
and——

Mr. PomPEO. I will, Senator.

Senator MERKLEY.—and wrestle with it.

Mr. PomPEO. I will, Senator, I promise you.

Senator MERKLEY. It is a——

Mr. PoMPEO. We had a good discussion about this yesterday.

Senator MERKLEY. I also saw in Africa the role the UNFPA, and
it is providing healthcare to women who are coming from extreme
conflict and duress, a combination of corruption, and climate
change, and civil conflict. And, in fact, 61 percent of the maternal
deaths in the world take place in humanitarian crises in fragile
settings where healthcare services are unavailable.

The Administration has not wanted to restore funding to the
UNFPA under the concern that they might possibly be involved in
supporting programs that provide abortions, but there has been ab-
solutely no evidence. Will you look into that issue, and if there is—
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if that test of the Administration is not met, fight to restore this
funding for the health of women around the world?

Mr. PomPEoO. I will look into it, and if the data set is as you de-
scribed, if we become convinced of that, you have my word, we will
work on it.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you, and my time is up.

Mr. POMPEO. Great. Thank you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I know Senator Murphy had some
questions also about Syria and the AUMF. I know you did also.
Having been involved in that and working with Senator Menendez
to write the AUMF on Syria, the Administration’s position was
they had the authority without Congress, but numbers of seniors
convinced the Administration that our country would be stronger
if they came to Congress for an AUMF. I think they fully felt they
had 100 percent authority to make the kind of strikes they were
going to make. It was going to be a 10-hour operation. There were
going to be no ground troops, and they felt they had that authority.

Senator Menendez I know wants to have some closing questions
and comments, and I am glad to offer that time for him to do so.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I would just,
on your comment, remind us that when we passed that Authoriza-
tion for the Use of Force, which then-President Obama took to the
G20 summit, it convinced Putin at the end of the day to have
Assad give up the chemical weapons that he had, at least at that
time, which were internationally supervised and destroyed. And so,
I think it is a powerful use of an authorization that got a goal at
the time resolved without the firing of a single shot.

Director, this breadth and scope of your potential job is so large
that even with the hours you have spent, and I admire your tenac-
ity there, we have not even really touched the surface. So, there
are just a couple of things that at least, while I will submit a whole
holit for the record, but there are just a couple of things I want to
ask.

[The material referred to above (Additional Questions for the
Record) is located at the end of this transcript, beginning on page
115.]

Senator MENENDEZ. Mexico is the second largest export market
for goods and services produced by United States companies with
American jobs—second largest in the world—yet our relations with
them are the worst since the 1980s. The President using language
and tactics reserved for our most ardent adversaries, has person-
ally insulted the Mexican people, calling them “murders” and “rap-
ists,” has threatened to deport young Dreamers, threatens to cut
security assistance and cooperation, unilaterally suggested that
that Mexicans are going to pay for a $25 billion wall that is offen-
sive to them, to their people, and their culture.

How are you going to deal with this if you become the Secretary
of State? Do you think this is really the type of rhetoric that pro-
motes the national interests and security of the United States with
one of our more significant neighbors?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I agree with you that Mexico is important,
you called it significant. They are neighbors. My task, if I am con-
firmed, will be to work to develop a set of relationships there that
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benefit both countries, especially ours, as the Secretary for the
United States. On the trade agreements, I have watched the team
move forward trying to put America in a position that we have a
trade deal that the President deems is fair and reciprocal. That is
the objective. There are others. I have worked—I and my team
have worked in Mexico extensively on the counter narcotics chal-
lenges that face us coming from that country. I will still be com-
mitted to doing that if I am the Secretary of State there

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, I think your job is a lot more difficult
in promoting our interests with the Mexicans if that continues to
be the language of this Administration. I do not think we can meet
the challenge of the opioid, heroin, and fentanyl crisis without
Mexican cooperation as part of our challenge.

Let me ask you this. I am glad to hear you are going to support
a robust State Department. That is important for the Secretary of
State. Will you oppose rescissions that are being contemplated on
the State Department’s budget?

Mr. POMPEO. Senator, I have not seen the rescissions that have
been talked about in the press. I will look at each one. I will deter-
mine whether they are—they are resources that are needed, and if
they are, I will fight to—I want to make sure I get this right—to
oppose the rescissions. I will make—I will make the case in the Ad-
ministration to say that these resources

Senator MENENDEZ. To oppose. Oppose. Is that what I heard?

Mr. PompPEO. I will make the case to defend the resources that
the State Department needs. So, if there are rescissions to re-
sources I believe we need, I will be there arguing for

Senator MENENDEZ. We talked about human rights. What do we
in a country like Egypt which just had a sham election, you know,
violates the rule of law with NGOs, both of the United States and
others, ultimately violates the rights of its own people? What is our
value-driven mission there?

Mr. PoMPEO. Senator, I spoke earlier, perhaps generically and
not about Egypt in particular, about places we find complex chal-
lenges where different interests come into play. Our obligation is
to do our best. We have a—we have a population of 80 million
Egyptians with a weak economy that is subject to the threat of ter-
ror from its—many of its neighbors. There are multiple tasks that
are—many of which are diplomatic, that we have to do with Egypt.
As I have said before, when we come across a country that is en-
gaged in human rights violations, things that are inconsistent with
our values, we should call them out.

Senator MENENDEZ. Mm-hmm. You know, as we close here, I am
trying to think about which is the Mike Pompeo that I am being
asked to vote on. Is it the one that today said the solution for pre-
venting Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons is through diplomacy,
which I would agree, or is the one that said the only way to do
that, in my judgment, is a regime change, in a speech of 2015. Is
it the one that said, “I have never advocated for regime change
here today,” or is it the one that said, “should Mr. Kim vanish,
given the history of the CIA, I am just not going to talk about it?”
The most important thing we can do is separate those two, right?
Separate capacity and someone who might well have the intent to
break those two.
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Is it the one that says the historic conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union, and now Russia, is caused by Russian
bad behavior, which I agree, or is it the one that stood alongside
the President when he said much of the bad blood with Russia is
caused by the fake and corrupt Russia investigation headed by all
Democratic loyalists or people that work for Obama?

Is it the Mike Pompeo who said in his 2013 speech that the fail-
ure of Muslim leaders to repudiate acts of terrorism done in the
name of Islam make them “potentially complicit” in these attacks
and that this alleged behavior “casts doubt” upon the commitment
to peace by adherents of the Muslim faith? Is it the one that in
2010 in a congressional campaign tweeted out to your supporters
an article calling your opponent, an American of South-Asian herit-
age, a “turban topper,” stating that you thought it was “a good
read,” an article that you tweeted that said your opponent, “could
be a Muslim, a Hindu, a Buddhist, who knows;” or as a member
of Congress when you co-sponsored legislation that sought to slow
the spread of marriage equality. When the Supreme Court en-
dorsed marriage equality in 2015, the highest court in the land,
you said it is a shocking abuse of power, it flies in the face of cen-
turies of shared understanding of our Constitution. Co-sponsored a
bill to defund Planned Parenthood, called Roe v. Wade one of the
worst decisions of the Supreme Court, versus against the reauthor-
ization of the Violence Against Women Act, a bill that funds pro-
grams designed to help victims of violence that passed annually
since 1994, and on and on.

So, the Pompeo I hear today, is much more different than some
of the Pompeo of the past. And so, I am trying to figure out which
is the one that is going to act if he gets confirmed as the Secretary
of State, because some of these things of the past I could never
support. Some of the things you have said here today I could actu-
ally be supportive of. So, I hope you can help me understand this
as we move forward in your nomination.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Well, Director Pompeo, thank you for
being here today. I think you have answered questions succinctly
and fully when necessary. And we are going to keep the record
open until the close of business tomorrow. There will be numbers
of QFRs from members. We hope you will answer them promptly.
I know that you will.

The CHAIRMAN. And just from my perspective, unless there is
something that glaringly occurs between now and the time that we
vote, I have to say I have not known Director Pompeo. Maybe we
shook hands a couple times in years past. I do not remember if we
did. No offense. I have not had much contact with you as the CIA
director. But based on my personal meetings, and the phone calls,
and certainly your outstanding testimony today, I think you are a
person of high intellect. I think your background could not better
to serve in this capacity.

I think you have the personal characteristics to lead the State
Department in a way that generates the kind of culture and lever-
age that we need around the world for active diplomacy. And for
that reason, I plan to avidly support your nomination and con-
firmation. And I thank you for being here today.
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Mr. PoMPEO. Thank you, Senator Corker. Thank you, Senator
Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 2:59 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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Responses to Questions for the Record
Submitted by Members of the Committee

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NOMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR BOB CORKER

(Questions 1-10)

Question 1. Massive crises persist in sub-Saharan Africa, each of which has incal-
culable human costs and represent a threat to United States interests. What pri-
ority do you place on addressing the underlying drivers to such man-made crises
such as poor governance and massive state corruption?

Answer. If confirmed, I will prioritize improving governance and curbing corrup-
tion in sub-Saharan Africa. My understanding is that the Department is increasing
the capacity of governments to develop stronger law enforcement partners; build
transparent, accountable institutions; and strengthen compliance with international
anti-corruption standards. It is also important to support efforts that empower civil
society, the private sector, and media. I will also support continued enforcement of
sanctions that impose consequences on corrupt foreign officials and deter others
from committing corrupt acts.

Question 2. How will you balance cooperation with important regional allies such
as Ethiopia and Nigeria, with institutional reforms that will improve the prospect
for stability and sustainable development?

Answer. If confirmed, I will pursue balanced approaches in cooperating with allies
such as Ethiopia and Nigeria, deepening our partnerships when appropriate and
pushing for needed institutional reforms where possible. This will enhance regional
stability while improving the prospect for long-term growth and sustainable develop-
ment. I will review relevant U.S. strategies to ensure they reflect such balanced ap-
proaches.

Question 3. The President’s emphasis in the South Asia strategy last August was
on a strong regional and broader diplomatic effort. In order for reconciliation to be
achieved internally, and a sustainable outcome established in the region, far more
regional and global diplomacy will be required to establish a foundation for peace.
This includes the national elections now on the horizon. As such a foundation is laid
for negotiations on a political resolution among difficult neighbors and interested
states, and as electioneering overtakes an already unsettled political environment,
does the situation warrant State Department’s reconsideration of a dedicated senior
diplomat to shuttle among critical capitals from China to Europe and the Gulf coun-
tries, across many regional jurisdictions, to help achieve a nearer term outcome for
Afghanistan?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to evaluate progress these areas and will as-
sess whether the Department requires the appointment of a Special Envoy or other
%erisl())nnel to facilitate reconciliation between the Afghan government and the

aliban.

Question 4. OPEN SKIES: It is my understanding that on January 29, 2018, the
U.S. and Qatar reached a set of formal Understandings to address concerns that
U.S. carriers have raised with respect to government support of Qatar Airways. The
Understanding preserves the terms of the 2001 U.S.-Qatar Air Transport Agree-
ment, gives carriers with the flexibility to exercise the rights provided by the agree-
ment, and includes commitments for greater financial transparency and commercial
terms of financing for Qatar Airways. As you may know, there are two distinct view-
points among U.S. stakeholders regarding concerns over Open Skies agreements
with Qatar and the United Arab Emirates (U.A.E). On one side, we have the three
largest U.S. airlines (American, Delta, and United) seeking changes to these agree-
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ments. On the other, we have other U.S. passenger and cargo airlines, and the
broader tourism industry strongly opposing any such changes. It is encouraging,
however, that both sides of the debate applauded the resolution that was reached
between the U.S. and Qatar, which permits carriers to continue exercising the
rights provided under Open Skies and ensures greater transparency. As similar ne-
gotiations take place with the U.A.E., will you commit to doing what you can to en-
sure that a similar resolution is reached, where the terms of the U.S.-U.A.E. Open
Skies agreement are preserved, the rights provided under agreement may still be
exercised and perhaps additional financial transparency measures are put in place?

Answer. If confirmed, I would continue to support our international agreements
and maintain Open Skies to ensure U.S. companies have the opportunity to grow
and succeed globally. I would support the Department’s efforts to implement the un-
derstandings reached with Qatar that address U.S. industry concerns regarding sub-
sidized competition. I would also ensure that any conversations with the United
Arab Emirates (UAE) regarding unfair subsidies are conducted in a manner that
provides beneficial results for as many stakeholders as possible. As you indicate, in-
dustry stakeholders with different interests have responded favorably to the under-
s}tlandiglgs with Qatar. I commit to making an effort to find a similar solution with
the UAE.

Question 5. NORTH KOREA: If confirmed, how do you plan to direct the State De-
partment to approach preparations for the expected summit between President
Trump and Kim Jong Un in order to break the long pattern of failed policies to
achieve the successful denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula? Is it possible to
craft a comprehensive North Korea policy that is based on experience, specifically
the lessons learned from the failed policies of successive administrations, rather
than the false hope that has driven North Korea policy for nearly thirty years? If
so, what does such a policy look like?

Answer. In past negotiations, North Korea has wused tactics such as
brinksmanship, deliberately ambiguous language, and last minute changes to drive
wedges among other parties and to improve its position before and during talks.
History also shows North Korea has a record of reneging on agreements, often by
reinterpreting the conditions of a deal or by withdrawing and blaming other parties
for the failure. North Korea has also set itself up to walk away from past deals by
offering reversible tokens in exchange for tangible gains, such as economic aid.

While ruling out no diplomatic tools, we could counter these tactics in four ways:
by clearly defining terms and specific bilingual text in any agreement with North
Korea; by constantly solidifying a unified position with our key allies and partners;
by keeping up pressure until a deal is made; and by starkly identifying con-
sequences if North Korea backs out of an agreement.

Question 6. TIBET: The core piece of legislation guiding U.S. policy toward Tibet—
the Tibetan Policy Act of 2002—established the Office of the Special Coordinator for
Tibetan Issues at the State Department, a position that is currently vacant. If con-
firmed, do you commit to continue the past practice of filling this position?

Answer. If confirmed, I will support implementation of the Tibetan Policy Act.

Question 7. I am concerned about the risks of withdrawing from Iraq again too
soon. What can be done to consolidate post-ISIS gains in Iraq? How can we bolster
our stabilization and outreach efforts there?

Answer. Setting the conditions for the safe and voluntary return of civilians to
their homes in liberated areas is key to preventing the return of ISIS. I understand
that the U.S. government is working through the United Nations to help Iraqi coun-
terparts achieve that. After the liberation of a town, clearance of explosive remnants
of war, including deadly improvised explosive devices (IEDs), is prioritized. This is
followed by quick-impact projects to restore essential services, such as electricity
and water; efforts to restore livelihoods; the promotion of reconciliation within local
communities; and the building of capacity of local leaders to respond to immediate
needs. I further understand that this model is bearing fruit and has made it pos-
sible for 3.6 million Iraqis who were displaced by ISIS to return to their homes. As
the Iraqi government transitions to longer-term stabilization and recovery projects,
continued U.S. security cooperation will be necessary to build Iraqi capacity to en-
sure the lasting defeat of ISIS.

Question 8. SPECIAL ENVOYS: In August of last year, Secretary Tillerson sent Con-
gress a letter regarding his plan for organizing the dozens of special envoys at the
State Department. My staff provided extensive feedback to the Department regard-
ing the plan, and I was supportive of this attempt to deal with what I view as the
unnecessary proliferation of these positions. At the time Secretary Tillerson left the
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Department, it is my understanding that the implementation of this plan was al-
ready under way. Do you plan to continue implementing the organizational plan for
the special envoys that was begun under Secretary Tillerson?

Answer. I understand that Secretary Tillerson presented a proposal to Congress
on Special Envoys. I look forward to reviewing it thoroughly and discussing it with
the Committee, if confirmed.

Question 9. HAITI: According to a recent report, most trade between Haiti and the
Dominican Republic occurs as contraband and does not pass through Haitian Cus-
toms, depriving Haiti of as much as $400 million in revenue. What more can the
U.S. do to work with the Government of Haiti to have effective border control meas-
ures, crack down on illicit contraband trade between Haiti and the Dominican Re-
public, and bring sorely needed revenues to the Government of Haiti?

Answer. If confirmed, I would pursue the successful completion in this fiscal year
of the U.S. AID Customs Support project, which I understand is a $4 million, three-
year initiative with the objective of modernizing the Haitian customs service proc-
esses for revenue collection, traveler processing, and contraband interdiction. If con-
firmed, I would also continue the Department of State’s efforts to provide training,
material support, and technical expertise to build the capacity of the Haitian Na-
tional Police (HNP) and strengthen the rule of law. The graduation and deployment
of professionally trained security personnel from the Haitian National Police School
is critical to establishing and maintaining border and internal security.

Question 10. HONDURAS: Division K, Title VII, Section 7405(a)(3)(B) (xii) of the
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2018 requires the Secretary of State to certify that
the Government of Honduras is “resolving commercial disputes, including the confis-
cation of real property, between United States entities and such government.” In
general, how many cases of commercial disputes and the confiscation of real prop-
erty has the Secretary of State certified as having been resolved in Honduras? Spe-
cifically, what steps remain to be resolved in the case of the dispute between
CEMAR owned by U.S. citizen Oscar Cerna and the Government of Honduras and
on what specific basis, including actions by the Government of Honduras, has the
Secretary of State previously certified that Honduras is resolving the CEMAR case?

Answer. My understanding is that, while certifications have not yet been made
under the 2018 Act, on November 28, 2017, the Department certified that the Gov-
ernment of Honduras is taking effective steps to resolve commercial disputes, in-
cluding the confiscation of real property, between U.S. entities and Honduras. For
example, the Honduran government’s interagency working group met 19 times be-
tween October 2016 and September 2017 to discuss ways to resolve disputes with
U.S. citizens.

I understand the U.S. embassy has effectively assisted U.S. investors, including
Oscar Cerna, who have disputes with the Government of Honduras by scheduling
meetings with key actors in the Honduran government and by supporting meaning-
ful dialogue and encouraging both sides to take advantage of neutral dispute resolu-
tion.

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NOMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR JAMES RISCH

(Questions 1-12)

Question 1. The 2018 National Defense Strategy declared that “great power com-
petition, not terrorism, is now the primary focus of U.S. National security.” Do you
agree with the Defense Department’s assessment? How do you believe U.S. diplo-
macy should change to reflect greater importance on China and other great powers?

Answer. Yes, I agree with the DoD assessment. Yet, the terror threat against the
U.S. homeland remains a significant risk to our citizens. If confirmed, I am com-
mitted to implementing the President’s goal of seeking a constructive and results-
oriented relationship with China that corrects the imbalances in our relationship.

If confirmed, I will not shy away from speaking forthrightly about, and contesting,
Chinese policies and actions that undermine the international order that has fos-
tered peace and prosperity for the world for decades. At the same time, the United
States should continue to cooperate with China when in our national interest, in-
gludir(ljghin addressing the threat posed by North Korea and the flow of illegal opioids
rom China.
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If confirmed, I will also continue to use our diplomatic and foreign assistance tools
to pursue critical counterterrorism objectives around the world to protect the home-
land and American interests overseas.

Question 2. We now have confirmed reports that North Korean leader Kim Jong
Un agreed to meet with President Trump and discuss the “denuclearization” of the
Korean Peninsula. However, the North Korean definition of denuclearization often
refers to the U.S. presence on the peninsula. What does “denuclearization” mean to
you? Would you support the removal of U.S. forces from Korea?

Answer. Denuclearization means the complete, verifiable, and irreversible aban-
donment by North Korea of its nuclear weapons and existing nuclear and delivery
programs. For 65 years, the U.S.-Republic of Korea (ROK) Alliance has served U.S.
interests, those of our allies and partners, and the broader international community
by promoting stability, security, and prosperity in the region. Our commitment to
the U.S.-ROK Alliance is ironclad.

Question 3. NATO is one of the most successful military alliances in history, and
while it faces a number of challenges, including ensuring the proper amount of de-
fense spending, it is also a political alliance that nations aspire to join. With a ro-
bust set of requirements to join, do you fully support NATO’s Open Door Policy?

Answer. I do. U.S. support for NATO’s Open Door policy has been unwavering
since the Alliance’s foundation.

Montenegro’s accession last year demonstrates that NATO’s Open Door policy re-
mains viable and no third country has a veto on NATO membership. NATO’s door
remains open to those European countries that share our values, contribute to the
common defense, and strive to achieve security, prosperity, and freedom for their
people. If confirmed, I will continue to work with aspirants, both bilaterally and
through NATO structures, to assist them to make the reforms necessary to meet
NATO’s high standards, contribute to security, and to accept the risks and respon-
sibilities of membership.

Question 4. The Obama administration’s policy toward Russia was to contest Rus-
sia where we must and cooperate where we can. We are now confronting Russia on
a growing set of issues: Ukraine, Syria, Afghanistan, assassinations on NATO terri-
tory, North Korea, election interference. Do we need a new policy approach that re-
flects all these issues? What would be your strategy toward Russia?

Answer. I share the concern about Russian aggression, and will work to imple-
ment the Administration’s strategy toward Russia, which balances strength and de-
terrence with the need to maintain communication on core issues of national secu-
rity concern. We must be clear-eyed in calling out Russia’s transgressions, frank in
our dialogue with Moscow, united with Allies and partners in confronting Russia,
and resolute in raising the costs of aggressive Russian behavior. We must actively
expose to the world Russia’s destabilizing activities, and build the resilience of U.S.
Allies on NATO’s eastern flank to improve their defenses and counter
disinformation and malign influence. I also believe we need to ensure NATO has
the right deterrence and defense posture in light of our assessment of Russia’s ac-
tions. At the same time, we must be open to cooperating with Russia where impor-
tant to our national security interests.

Question 5. From your time as CIA Director, do you believe the U.S. government
has the expertise within its ranks that is necessary to understand and craft a long-
term response to the Russia threat? What additional resources are needed at the
State Department?

Answer. The Department of State is fortunate to have a broad range of experi-
enced professionals focused on U.S. relations with Russia, including on areas of
global and bilateral concern. This includes our Ambassador to Russia, Jon Hunts-
man, his staff, as well as a strong team of experts at the Department of State. De-
spite Russia’s actions against U.S. mission diplomatic staffing, both the Russian-
government imposed drawdown of our personnel last year and the expulsion of 60
U.S. diplomats in April, the U.S. Mission team continues to serve with profes-
sionalism and an unwavering commitment under difficult conditions. I understand
the Department has planned to expand its Russia expertise in Washington as it
ramps up the work of the Global Engagement Center. If confirmed, I will aim to
foster a diverse and inclusive team and work to ensure our personnel have the re-
sources necessary to carry out their work on behalf of the American people.

Question 6. A number of issues, including U.S. support for Kurdish groups in
Syria and imprisonment of U.S. citizens, have strained the U.S.-Turkish relation-
ship. While there is still strong defense cooperation with Turkey, there seems to be
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little agreement elsewhere. Do we need to have a relationship with Turkey that bal-
ances military cooperation and the development of strong institutions in Turkey, or
should the U.S. consider Turkey a lost cause?

Answer. It is in the U.S. national interest for Turkey to be a stable, democratic,
prosperous, and reliable Ally. The United States has long supported Turkey’s demo-
cratic development because it believes that respect for the rule of law, judicial inde-
pendence, and freedom of the press can again be sources of Turkey’s strength and
expand our potential for partnership. If confirmed, I will continue efforts to
strengthen Turkey’s democratic institutions while advocating for satisfactory resolu-
tion in the cases of U.S. citizens detained on dubious charges under state of emer-
gency provisions. As a frontline Ally facing profound internal and external chal-
lenges, Turkey requires patience and careful diplomacy to keep it anchored in the
West, on the Euro-Atlantic path, and committed to playing a constructive role in
its neighborhood. Turkey is a key member of the Global Coalition to Defeat ISIS,
hosts U.S. forces at Incirlik Airbase in Adana, and contributes forces and support
to NATO missions, including in Afghanistan and Kosovo. Where divergences exist
on Syria, it is my understanding that there are ongoing diplomatic efforts to work
through the issues. If confirmed, I look forward to overseeing such important efforts.

Question 7. Chinese influence in Europe continues to grow. It has invested billions
across Europe and has sought to acquire strategic infrastructure and companies in
Europe. European countries are just starting to raise concerns and consider laws to
limit Chinese investment in Europe, but some countries already limit their criticism
of China due to the vast amount of investment. How should the U.S. respond to
growing Chinese influence in Europe?

Answer. China is playing a greater role in the international system and it clearly
seeks to expand its influence. The National Security Strategy recognizes that the
United States is operating in a “competitive landscape” in foreign affairs. If con-
firmed, I would deepen our collaboration with our Allies and partners to contest
China’s unfair trade and economic practices and influence campaigns, as well as
closely review its acquisition of sensitive technologies. We have a shared interest
with European countries to ensure inward investment does not undermine our pros-
perity or threaten the security of our energy supply, telecommunications, transpor-
tation networks, and other critical infrastructure. Some of our European partners
are considering establishing or strengthening mechanisms for the national security
reviews of inbound investments. If confirmed, I will work closely with the Depart-
ment of the Treasury and other U.S. government agencies to deepen our engage-
ment with European partners on these issues.

Question 8. President Trump has been clear that flaws in the Iran nuclear deal
must be addressed if the U.S. is to remain in the deal. We engaged the Brits,
French, and Germans to see if an agreement could be reached to address issues with
the JCPOA. Do you support these efforts? How would you go about seeking agree-
ment with our allies on the future of the JCPOA?

Answer. President Trump is prepared to work with partners to address defi-
ciencies in the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action. There has been an active, on-
going policy discussion with E3 and EU allies regarding how to address these
issues, and the goal of that discussion is clear: to fix the flaws in the nuclear deal.
If confirmed, it will be my immediate priority to work with those partners to deter-
mine if such a fix is achievable.

Question 9. If ultimately the President decides to walk away from the JCPOA,
how would you recommend the U.S. proceed? How would you ensure Iran never ob-
tains a nuclear weapon?

Answer. This Administration is committed to preventing Iran from developing or
obtaining a nuclear weapon. No option is off the table. Regardless of the future of
the JCPOA, Iran’s nuclear activities must remain exclusively peaceful and Iran
must cooperate fully with its continuing Non-Proliferation Treaty and related IAEA
safeguards obligations. In this regard, the United States will continue to strongly
support the IAEA’s important work. If confirmed, I look forward to working with
Congress and our international partners toward a solution that prevents the emer-
gence of a nuclear-armed Iran and prevents Iran from developing intercontinental
ballistic missiles that undermine regional and international peace and security.

Question 10. While the JCPOA suspended nuclear sanctions against Iran, the U.S.
has retained the right to enforce and impose new sanctions on Iran for its support
of terrorism, human rights abuses, arms trafficking, and development of ballistic
missiles. What steps will you take to respond to Iran’s illicit activities, including
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support for terrorism, arms trafficking, human rights abuses and ballistic missile
development?

Answer. The Administration’s comprehensive Iran strategy focuses on neutral-
izing Iran’s malign activities, particularly its support for terrorism and militants,
cyberwarfare, ballistic missiles, and use of proxy forces in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen.
Since the beginning of the Administration, the U.S. Government has sanctioned
more than 100 Iranian individuals and entities under a range of sanctions authori-
ties. If confirmed, I will continue the Administration’s policy of enforcing sanctions
on the full range of Iran’s illicit activities as well as utilizing all the diplomatic tools
at my disposal to build strong coalitions to counter Iran’s destabilizing behaviors.

Question 11. Iran has played a leading role in insuring the survival of the Assad
regime, providing Assad with senior military advisors, ordered Hezbollah and Shi’a
militants from around the region to fight, and provided weaponry, cash, and oil to
the war effort. It appears Iran is seeking a permanent presence in Syria. What are
the strategic goals for the U.S. in Syria? Do you believe we have a strategy to ac-
complish these goals?

Answer. The Administration’s primary mission in Syria is to defeat ISIS and that
mission is not yet complete. The other objective is to achieve a diplomatic outcome
that leads to stability and a decrease of violence so that the Syrian people ulti-
mately can govern themselves in a post-Assad Syria. The Administration also has
a new comprehensive strategy to counter the broad array of Iran’s malign activities,
including its support for the Assad regime, Hizbollah, and other proxies. If con-
firmed, I will use all of our diplomatic tools at the State Department to advance
the President’s strategies.

Question 12. Hezbollah remains one of the deadliest terrorist organizations, and
their growing arsenal of missiles and military hardware along Israel’s border is
greater now than it has ever been. Hezbollah is also firmly entrenched in the Leba-
nese government. How can we stop Iranian resources from going to Hezbollah?
What are your thoughts on continued U.S. assistance to the Lebanese Armed
Forces? Should we consider stopping aid?

Answer. I share your concern about Hizballah’s destabilizing role in Lebanon and
in the region. To curb Hizballah, the Departments of State and Treasury have uti-
lized their respective sanctions authorities to target Hizballah and its resources as
well as Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, a key Hizballah supporter. If con-
firmed, I will support exercising these authorities to the fullest extent possible and
encourage our partners around the world to enhance their own efforts to degrade
Hizballah’s capabilities and dismantle its global financial network.

The Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) are an important counterterrorism partner
and led the defeat of ISIS in Lebanon. If confirmed, I will ensure that future U.S.
assistance to the LAF continues to serve our objectives, enabling the LAF to rein-
force Lebanon’s sovereignty and secure its borders, counter internal threats, build
up legitimate state institutions, and undermine Hizballah’s false narrative that it
is the guarantor of Lebanon’s security.

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NOMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR JEFF FLAKE

(Questions 1-5)

Question 1. As the U.S. has worked to get a better understanding of what caused
our personnel to fall ill while serving in Cuba, dialogues between the two countries
have continued to take place to address a broad range of issues related to our bilat-
eral relationship. If confirmed as Secretary of State, do you commit to continuing
these dialogues?

Answer. Yes.

Question 2. If confirmed, do you commit to rescinding, rewording, or otherwise
amending the travel advisory to Cuba dated March 2, 2018, to reflect the change
in status of embassy operations and more accurately depicts the risks to American
tourists visiting Cuba?

Answer. If the Department deems a place unsafe for U.S. diplomats to live and
work, the Department informs all U.S. citizens of the same. My understanding is
the Department’s policy requires a Level 3 (Reconsider Travel) or Level 4 (Do Not
Travel) Travel Advisory if a post is on authorized departure, ordered departure, or
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permanent unaccompanied status. The Level 3 Travel Advisory for Cuba was up-
dated on March 2, simultaneously with the designation of Embassy Havana as an
unaccompanied post. The updated advisory informs U.S. citizens about the embas-
sy’s unaccompanied status and states that it is particularly difficult to assist U.S.
citizens outside Havana due to reduced staffing.

The Department will further update the Travel Advisory if and when the Depart-
ment’s assessment of the safety of U.S. citizens and diplomats has changed. Nothing
is more important than the security of U.S. citizens overseas, and, if confirmed, I
will ensure the Department continues to provide U.S. citizens with as much infor-
mation as possible so they can make informed decisions before they travel to Cuba
or any other country.

If confirmed, you have my commitment that I will personally review the advisory
and, with the support of the State Department team, evaluate its appropriateness.

Question 3. The Foreign Affairs Mannual that outlines the Department of State’s
organization and structure notes that “the Under Secretary for Management (M)
has the authority to designate posts in imminent danger areas or in areas with se-
vere hardships as “unaccompanied’ or ‘partially unaccompanied.” In making this de-
termination, M takes into consideration post and geographic bureau recommenda-
tions.” If confirmed, do you commit to working with the Under Secretary of Manage-
ment to review the status of our embassy in Havana and making changes to its op-
erating status, if they are warranted?

Answer. Yes.

Question 4. Right now our embassy in Havana is operating without an ambas-
sador, but also without a Chargé D’Affaires or Deputy Chief of Mission. As you
know, it is difficult to conduct diplomatic relations with any country without a hav-
ing a designated chief in charge of our mission there and this is no less true in
Cuba. If confirmed, do you commit to nominating an ambassador to Cuba or ap-
pointing a permanent Chargé D’Affaires or Deputy Chief of Mission who will serve
in that position for several years?

Answer. I understand the interim Chargé d’Affaires in Havana is an experienced
Senior Foreign Service Officer who has previously served as an ambassador at mul-
tiple posts abroad. I am aware that the Department also recently assigned a Senior
Foreign Service Officer as permanent Deputy Chief of Mission. The Officer will ar-
rive this month in Havana for a three-year tour of duty. If confirmed, I am com-
mitted to ensuring appropriate senior level staffing to Havana.

Question 5. The operating status of our embassy in Cuba continues to present
problems not just for diplomacy, but for the collection of intelligence in that country.
As I know you are aware, it is even more difficult to formulate and provide strategic
guidance to our diplomats in-country when there are significant gaps in intelligence
collection. If confirmed, do you commit to taking steps to ensure there is appropriate
collection of information in Cuba?

Answer. Yes.

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NoMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR TODD YOUNG

(Questions 1-4)

Question 1. You mentioned Yemen in your prepared remarks. I have been quite
active on Yemen over the last year. It is the world’s largest humanitarian crisis. If
confirmed, do you commit to working with me and my staff on Yemen?

Answer. Yes. I look forward to working with you on Yemen. Yemen’s continued
deterioration is not in our interest. The longstanding political and security vacuum
has expanded space for Iran and violent extremists.

Question 2. In your prepared statement, you said that you have reviewed CIA his-
tories of previous negotiations with the North Koreans. You wrote that, “We will not
repeat the mistakes of the past.” With respect to North Korea, what were the “mis-
takes of the past?” How can we avoid those mistakes?

Answer. The North Koreans have confirmed to us directly their willingness to talk
about denuclearization. The incremental, phased approaches of past negotiations all
failed, in part because the international community eased pressure prematurely.
The Trump Administration is not interested in negotiations that would allow North
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Korea to simply buy time. While we will negotiate, we will not ease up on the pres-
sure campaign until North Korea denuclearizes.

Question 3. A report by the Foundation for Defense of Democracies identified as
many as 23 ballistic missile launches by Iran since the conclusion of the July 2015
Iran Deal. Do you agree that Iran’s ballistic missile program today represents a seri-
ous threat to our regional allies and our forward deployed troops? Do you agree that
Iran’s ballistic missile program could eventually represent a threat to our home-
land? Do you agree with the consistent intelligence community assessment that
“Tehran would choose ballistic missiles as its preferred method of delivering nuclear
weapons, if it builds them?” Consistent with a letter that Senator Rubio and I led
to the President on February 6, signed by 14 senators, is the is the administration
considering designating—using authorities under Executive Order 13382—all re-
maining agents, affiliates, and subsidiaries associated with the designated entities
and their parent companies? Would you recommend sectoral or secondary sanctions
on Iran for its ballistic missile program?

Answer. Iran’s missile programs remain a serious threat to our regional allies and
forward-deployed troops and a significant proliferation challenge, contributing to re-
gional and international instability, as well as representing a threat to our home-
land. Iran deploys a wide array of short-range and medium-range ballistic missiles
capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction—including nuclear weapons—and
is exploring multiple pathways to expand its longer-range missile capabilities, in-
cluding under the guise of its space launch vehicle programs. If confirmed, I will
not hesitate to designate where appropriate, pursuant to EO 13382, any individual
or entity found to be engaging in Iran’s ballistic missile activity, or any agents, af-
filiates, and subsidiaries associated with previously designated entities and their
parent companies. Under EO 13382, we can sanction any person who has engaged,
or attempted to engage, in activities or transactions that have materially contrib-
uted to, or pose a risk of contributing to, the proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction and their means of delivery.

Question 4. According to their website, there are 103 open Government Account-
ability Office recommendations that the Department of State has not adopted—in-
cluding 20 priority recommendations. This is an improvement from last year, but
still too many. Some of these open recommendations go back as far as 2012. Do you
believe the Department of State should either implement the GAO recommendations
or explain to this committee why it will not? What is your assessment of S. 418,
which I introduced along with Senators Coons, Menendez, and Rubio? Do you com-
mit to ensuring the Department of State is responsive to my office in addressing
these open and priority GAO recommendations without delay?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department responds to GAO rec-
ommendations in an expeditious manner, and that the Department is transparent
with your office and the Congress in reporting actions taken in response to GAO
recommendations. If confirmed, I also look forward to further consulting with you
on your legislation (S. 418).

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NomINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR JOHN BARRASSO

(Questions 1-6)

Question 1. Like many U.S. industries, soda ash faces significant trade barriers
around the world. It is a key manufacturing component of glass, detergents, soaps,
and chemicals. Soda ash is also used in many other industrial processes. U.S. “nat-
ural soda ash” is refined from the mineral trona. It has long been regarded as the
standard for quality, purity, and energy efficiency in production. The Green River
Basin in Wyoming is the world’s largest area for naturally occurring trona. As part
of your effort to promote U.S. industries in international markets, can you commit
to me that you will be an advocate for eliminating trade barriers for soda ash and
other important U.S. industries in the international marketplace?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will support the Administration’s efforts to advocate
for free, fair, and reciprocal trade that advances U.S. economic prosperity by reduc-
ing trade barriers for all U.S. goods and services exports, including soda ash.

Question 2. In Wyoming, we have a veteran memorial located on F.E. Warren Air
Force base that honors 48 U.S. soldiers that were massacred in their sleep in the
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Philippines on September 28, 1901. This memorial displays the bells that Filipino
insurgents used to signal the attack on our U.S. troops. Despite the fact that vet-
erans in Wyoming overwhelmingly oppose the dismantling of this veteran memorial,
the U.S. Ambassador to the Philippines publicly pledged to move the bells to the
Philippines. In Wyoming, we have a strong tradition of never forgetting the sac-
rifices of our brave men and women. I believe that when evaluation of the manage-
ment of war memorials takes place, Congress must be fully informed and the views
of the local communities and veterans are fully respected. Will you commit to me
that you will not support any efforts to deconstruct our war memorials that honor
our fallen soldiers and move them to foreign countries?

Answer. The Bells of Balangiga are an important memorial to the fallen soldiers
of the U.S.-Philippines War. I understand the significance of preserving America’s
military history and honoring our veterans. If confirmed, I will examine this issue
carefully, consult with you and other members, and support an inclusive process
with the U.S. Department of Defense to ensure that Congress is fully informed and
the views of local communities and veterans are fully respected and considered
when evaluating the management of war memorials.

Question. 3 Will you ensure that the U.S. Department of State is consulting with
Congress and the veteran community prior to making the type of statements issued
by the U.S Ambassador to the Philippines last year? Answer:

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to consulting with Congress and the veteran com-
munity on this and other important veterans and foreign policy issues.

Question 4. People who live in poor and developing nations want and need a sta-
ble energy supply that helps them grow their economy and improve their lives. En-
ergy can be a tool to help countries alleviate poverty as well as improve the edu-
cation, health, and wellbeing of its people. The United States should be working to
promote an all-of-the-above energy strategy. We should be helping countries develop
their traditional energy resources, which are the most affordable, reliable, and abun-
dant forms of electricity. As Secretary of State, would you ensure that the State De-
partment is promoting all forms of energy projects across the globe, including oil,
gas, and coal?

Answer. The Trump Administration supports an “all of the above” approach to en-
ergy policy. If confirmed, I will work closely with the interagency, industry rep-
resentatives, international organizations, and partner countries to help communities
around the world develop their energy resources, including oil, gas, and coal, in line
with a market-based approach to advance universal access to affordable and reliable
energy.

Question 5. Coal provides an affordable and reliable energy source, which is im-
portant to countries looking for assistance in poverty alleviation and economic devel-
opment. Multilateral development banks, like the World Bank, have imposed re-
strictions on public financing of high-efficiency power stations fueled by coal in the
developing world. What are your thoughts regarding multilateral development
banks restricting financing for these projects, which in many instances are the more
reliable and affordable electricity source available?

Answer. If confirmed, I would support exercising the voice and vote of the United
States within multilateral development banks to promote projects that increase the
access and use of fossil fuels, including coal, more cleanly and efficiently, and would
support the development of robust, efficient, competitive, and integrated global mar-
kets for energy.

Question 6. In January, the State Department successfully negotiated an agree-
ment with Qatar to protect American aviation workers from Qatari carriers’ unfair
trade practices, and I understand the State Department is seeking a similar agree-
ment with the UAE. How do you plan to use the ongoing negotiations with the UAE
to ensure a level playing field for U.S. carriers?

Answer. If confirmed, I would support enforcing Open Skies agreements and lev-
eling the playing field to ensure U.S. companies have an opportunity to succeed
globally. This means fighting practices that adversely affect fair and equal competi-
tion. I would also support the Department’s leadership on efforts to implement un-
derstandings reached in January 2018 with Qatar that address U.S. industry con-
cerns regarding subsidized competition, while maintaining the Open Skies Frame-
work of U.S. international aviation policy. I understand that stakeholders have re-
sponded favorably to those understandings with Qatar, and I would work to reach
a similar outcome with the United Arab Emirates.
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NOMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR JOHNNY ISAKSON

(Questions 1-6)

Question 1. As you know, former Sec. Tillerson began implementing the Impact
Initiative in order to modernize certain parts of the department. Have you had the
chance to review the initiative and its implementation to date?

Answer. I have been briefed on certain aspects of the Impact Initiative but have
not had the opportunity to review its various elements in depth. If confirmed, I look
forward to learning more about the Initiative and its progress to date.

Question 2. Do you plan to continue this effort as it currently stands?

Answer. If confirmed, I will assess the state and full scope of the Impact Initiative
and make a determination quickly about how to proceed, in consultation with,
among others, the members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Department’s foreign service and civil service officers.

Question 3. Will you expand the scope of the Impact Initiative?

Answer. If confirmed, I will assess the state and full scope of the Impact Initiative
and make a determination quickly about how to proceed, in consultation with,
among others, the members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Department’s foreign service and civil service officers.

Question 4. How will your efforts with the Impact Initiative affect the Joint Stra-
tegic Plan that Ambassador Green recently announced at U.S. AID?

Answer. It is my understanding that many of the goals associated with the Impact
Initiative were established as part of the Joint Strategic Plan (JSP). If confirmed,
I look forward to working with Ambassador Green to ensure that State and U.S.
AID work to deliver foreign assistance effectively and efficiently.

Question 5. If confirmed, will you commit to working with me on these efforts?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I look forward to consulting with you frequently on for-
eign policy and management issues facing the State Department.

Question 6. As part of the response to the Benghazi attack in 2012, which showed
a lack of planning and available State Department resources to respond to crises,
it is my understanding that State’s Bureaus of Medical Services and Diplomatic Se-
curity now contract aircraft that are ready 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. They
are able to respond in less than 12 hours to crises around the world. Over the last
few years, these contracted aircraft have been effective and efficient. Do you intend
to keep these contracted aircraft services under the direction of the Bureaus of Med-
ical Services and Diplomatic Security, allowing them to be effectively managed and
rapidly deployed when the need arises?

Answer. I understand that the Department’s Bureau of Medical Services manages
the contract you referenced, which provides the United States with unique bio-
containment transport capabilities and combined medical and security response op-
tions in the aftermath of emergencies overseas. If confirmed, I would intend to
maintain this unique capability in a manner that optimizes its efficiency, flexibility,
and responsiveness in times of need, consistent with the Department’s legal authori-
ties and subject to evolving operational requirements.

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NOMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR ROB PORTMAN

(Questions 1-19)

Question 1. 1 know the GEC is expecting the imminent transfer of $40 million
from DoD and will continue to press them to move forward on that. However, the
recent FY18 Omnibus also appropriated up to $20 million to the State Department
to directly support the GEC’s counter-state mission. Will you commit to making full
use of the resources allocated to you by Congress to carry out this critical mission?

Answer. Yes, I commit to utilizing the up to $20 million in additional funds to
support the GEC’s counter-state mission, including countering state-sponsored
disinformation that undermines U.S. national security interests.
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Question 2. IDo you commit to fully staffing the GEC so that it is able to carry
out its mission as intended by Congress?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I commit to fully staffing the GEC to ensure its ability
to carry out its mission.

Question 3. Director Pompeo, when our military footprint begins to gradually de-
cline in Iraq and Syria, the State Department will assume ever greater responsi-
bility for helping to establish and maintain stability in those countries. Part of the
recently published National Security Strategy deals with diplomacy and statecraft
and within that section, there is a portion that deals with information statecraft.
To that end, I have taken notice of the UK government’s Conflict, Stability and Se-
curity Fund (CSSF) which has achieved significant successes in Iraq using informa-
tion statecraft in the form of strategic communications and media operations. If con-
firmed, I would like to ask you to examine that program and determine whether
the United States should contribute to the CSSF or whether the United States
should establish a similar program. Will you commit to doing that?

Answer. I fully agree that as the U.S. military footprint in Iraq and Syria de-
clines, the U.S. government and our partners’ focus must shift to maintaining sta-
bility and consolidating progress. If confirmed, I will examine all options for sup-
porting stability in those countries, including through examining the UK govern-
ment’s Conflict, Stability and Security Fund.

Question 4. The JCPOA is just one aspect of our engagement with Iran. The
Obama administration subordinated everything else in pursuit of the deal, and we
are still seeing the consequences of that decision in the increased chaos and insta-
bility throughout the region. How do you think the deal relates to our broader stra-
tegic objectives for Iran?

Answer. The Trump Administration has expressed its concerns about the JCPOA,
and is intent on taking a broader approach addressing Iran’s malign activities. The
Administration remains committed to ensuring that Iran does not acquire a nuclear
weapon. At the same time, the U.S. government will also continue to work with our
allies and partners in the region to aggressively push back on Iran’s destabilizing
regional actions.

Question 5. What is our path forward for pushing back on Iranian support for the
Houthi rebels in Yemen, given Russia’s obstruction of efforts to single out Iran for
condemnation and pressure at the U.N. Security Council? Specifically, what are we
doing about Iran’s transfer of ballistic missiles to the Houthi rebels in Yemen?

Answer. This matter requires a whole of government response including a number
of different measures. The Treasury Department’s Office of Foreign Assets Control
sanctioned six Iranian-based subordinates of Shahid Hemmat Industrial Group in
July 2017 in an effort to counter Iran’s ballistic missile program. The United States
also provides a limited degree of military support to the Saudi-led coalition to ex-
pand the capability of our partners to push back against Iran’s regionally desta-
bilizing actions. The Administration is strengthening its engagement with regional
governments to improve their support for, and compliance with, the arms embargo
contained in UN Security Council Resolution 2216. The United States publicly dis-
played recovered materiel from Houthi missile attacks and shared this information
with the Secretariat and Panel of Experts. The Administration is also using national
and international authorities to intercept illicit cargo, and it is helping regional gov-
ernments and the United Nations to improve and expand border security and cargo
screening procedures.

Question 6. By precipitously withdrawing all our troops from Iraq, the Obama ad-
ministration created a political and military power vacuum that Iran has eagerly
and successfully filled. What is our plan to resist increasing Iranian influence over
the Iraqi military (through the Popular Mobilization Forces) and government?

Answer. The Administration is under no illusions about the destabilizing nature
of Iran’s activities, and we remain committed to helping the Iraqi government
counter these activities.

The United States agrees with Prime Minister Abadi on the importance of ensur-
ing that all Iraqi security institutions are under Iraqi government control. U.S. se-
curity cooperation will support the Iraqi government as it continues to reform its
security sector and begins to demobilize some Popular Mobilization Force (PMF) ele-
ments and absorbs others as part of the Iraqi Army, Federal Police, or other secu-
rity structures and institutions under the full control of the Iraqi state.

The Iraqi government and the United States are reinvigorating the Strategic
Framework Agreement (SFA), which provides a broad basis for bilateral economic,
diplomatic, cultural, and security cooperation. Leveraging these U.S. comparative
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advantages—while helping tie Iraq more closely to Arab neighbors, the West, and
international financial institutions—will counterbalance Iran and diminish its ma-
lign influence.

Question 7. What would be the ramifications of a U.S. troop withdrawal from
Syria? Do you believe such a withdrawal will serve our long-term goals in the re-
gion?

Answer. As we near the defeat of the ISIS “caliphate,” it is reasonable to review
our overall military and civilian footprint and make adjustments as conditions war-
rant. Any such process will ensure that broader U.S. interests are protected in the
wake of ISIS’s defeat. It will also be undertaken in coordination with our D-ISIS
Coalition partners. The United States will continue to call on those partners to
share an increasing burden on the ground militarily and for post-military stabiliza-
tion initiatives to ensure that ISIS’s defeat in Syria is lasting. To date, ISIS has
not reclaimed any significant ground from areas liberated by our coalition partners,
and we are determined to ensure that record continues as we adjust the U.S. com-
mitment in the wake of ISIS’s pending defeat. If confirmed, I will consult regularly
with Congress as we continue the campaign to defeat ISIS and consider adjustments
to U.S. resources on the ground in Syria.

Question 8. Would you agree that brutality and violence by Assad regime—aided
and abetted by its enablers Russia and Iran—has been the main driving force be-
hind the violence and instability that led to the rise of ISIS in the first place?

Answer. The Administration realizes that the brutal dictatorship of Bashar al-
Assad is a main driver of conflict and violence in the country. Russia and Iran, as
the Assad regime’s principal political and military allies, bear responsibility for the
horrific violence that the Syrian regime has inflicted on its people over the course
of the war, including the regime’s use of chemical weapons.

Question 9. Would you agree that one of the main flaws with the Obama adminis-
tration’s (belated) Syria strategy was that it focused solely on ISIS, while ignoring
the broader context within which it was created (the Syria conflict)?

Answer. The U.S. cannot ignore the broader context of the Syrian conflict. The
current Administration’s accelerated strategy for the enduring defeat of ISIS and its
focus on de-escalation creates the space for political resolution. We are working with
allies and partners on this effort, including de-escalation efforts in the southwest
and a deconfliction channel as part of the defeat ISIS campaign in east Syria. With
de-escalation, some of the worst effects of this conflict—the death, destruction, mil-
lions of refugees, and growth of terrorist groups and Iranian influence are mitigated.
It will be critical to continue to work with regional partners to address these issues.

Question 10. Are you concerned that this administration risks making the same
mistake if we don’t develop a comprehensive strategy for the conflict in Syria that
addresses the underlying drivers of this conflict?

Answer. The United States cannot ignore the complexity of the Syrian conflict,
and the Administration has a comprehensive strategy to attain U.S. policy goals in
Syria. The Administration realizes that the brutal dictatorship of Bashar al-Assad
is a main driver of conflict and violence in the country. As such, the current Admin-
istration’s acceleration of the Defeat-ISIS campaign and focus on de-escalation of vi-
olence in Syria through multiple efforts will help create the space for a political res-
olution to the conflict. These undertakings mitigate some of the worst effects of this
conflict, including civilian casualties, destruction, displacement, and the growth of
terrorist groups and Iranian influence in Syria. I believe it is critical that the Ad-
ministration continue to work with regional partners to address these issues.

Question 11. Should the U.S. do more to bring about an end to Assad’s rule and
a negotiated transitional government?

Answer. A lasting peace in Syria ultimately means a Syria without Bashar al-
Assad, who has caused too much destruction in Syria to return to or remain at
peace under his leadership. The nature of the Assad regime, like that of its sponsor
Iran, is malignant—and his leadership leads to instability and destruction. It has
promoted state terror, and it has empowered groups that kill American soldiers,
such as al-Qa’ida, and even ISIS. It has backed Hizballah and Hamas, and it has
violently suppressed political opposition. Assad’s regime is corrupt, and his methods
of governance and economic development have increasingly excluded certain ethnic
and religious groups. His human rights record is notorious, and his continued rule
will only further fuel instability in Syria and beyond. Ultimately, it is not a U.S.
decision whether Assad stays or goes—that decision rests with the Syrian people.
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We will continue to work to ensure that the Syrian people get that choice in a free
and fair election.

Question 12. If the U.S. is serious about countering Iran, we need to do more to
address their growing influence in Syria. What more should the U.S. do to counter
Iran’s influence on the ground in Syria?

Answer. Iran views Syria as a crucial route to supply weapons to Lebanese
Hizballah and a key pillar in its regional influence. Iran continues to provide arms,
financing, and training to the Assad regime, and funnels Iraqi, Afghan, and Paki-
stani foreign fighters to support the Assad regime.

Among other actions, this Administration is working to counter Iran’s desta-
bilizing activities in the region by imposing sanctions on Iran’s Islamic Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps-Quds Force and its Ministry of Intelligence and Security for
their support to the Assad regime, as well as calling on Moscow to use its influence
over Tehran to encourage Iranian withdrawal from Syria. If confirmed, I will closely
consider if there are additional actions that should be taken.

Question 13. As you know, there is a growing international campaign to coerce
and delegitimize Israel by imposing boycotts, divestment, and sanction actions. I am
cosponsoring legislation with my colleague, Ben Cardin of Maryland, that would pro-
hibit U.S. entities from responding to requests from the UN Human Rights Council
or other international governmental organizations designed to blacklist and boycott
companies engaged in legal commerce with Israel. The legislation is based on the
40 year old Export Administration Act (EAA) which has been repeatedly upheld by
federal courts and protects the rights of individual Americans who want to criticize
Israeli or American policies. What are your views on the global boycott, divest, and
sanctions (BDS) movement? Will you commit to fighting efforts led by organizations
like the UN Human Rights Council’s to pressure U.S. companies not to do business
in Israel or Israeli-controlled territories?

Answer. The United States government strongly opposes boycotts, divestment
campaigns, and sanctions targeting the State of Israel. Boycotts of Israel are
unhelpful and do not contribute to an environment conducive to peace.It is my un-
derstanding that the Department of State and its embassies overseas regularly en-
gage with governments, international organizations, and other entities to oppose
such activities. If confirmed, I will continue the fight against all efforts to isolate
or delegitimize the State of Israel.

Question 14. The President is right about the need to do more to ensure our trade
deals support job creation and economic growth at home and to increase efforts to
hold accountable those who engage in unfair trade practices. However, free trade
also solidifies relationships with key allies and partners, promotes U.S. influence,
and serves as a bedrock principle of the U.S.-led international system. At a time
when strategic competitors like China are using trade deals to advance their own
interests and objectives, the United States cannot afford to sit on the sidelines. How
do you view trade as it relates to U.S. foreign policy goals and strategic interests?

Answer. Fair and reciprocal trade can solidify our relationships with our allies
and create U.S. jobs. The Administration’s trade policy is intended to advance our
national interest consistent with our national security strategy. If I am confirmed,
I will work to ensure that foreign policy goals and strategic interests are factored
into our trade policy.

Question 15. The wrong trade policies could cause serious rifts with longstanding
allies and security partners around the world. How do you plan to ensure that stra-
tegic considerations will be heard in senior administration discussions on trade pol-
icy?

Answer. If I am confirmed, I intend to make a broad effort across all elements
of the diplomatic spectrum—employing both economic and security tools—to
strengthen America’s alliances with our partners. The Department has an essential
role in ensuring that national security and foreign policy interests are fully factored
into trade policy. If confirmed, I will do my best to make sure we play this role.

Question 16. Data from the Department of Commerce shows that in 2016 foreign
students attending U.S. institutions of higher education spent $39.4 billion in for-
eign funds on U.S. services. In other words, a $39.4 billion export that reduces the
trade deficit. A recent estimate by the University of California at Santa Barbara
puts that number as high as $50 billion, on par with U.S. exports of semi-conduc-
tors, passenger cars, and civilian aircraft. As we look at ways of securing our nation
and resolving trade imbalances in the U.S. ’s favor, how can we protect and grow
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the considerable value of higher education as a premier U.S. export, and maintain
the significant benefit it has for communities across the country?

Answer. The United States has the finest, most open, and diverse system of high-
er education in the world. Our higher education institutions attract students, profes-
sors, and researchers from across the globe. U.S. colleges and universities help
America lead the world in innovation, research, and next-generation science and
technology. While we must always be vigilant against potential counterintelligence
or intellectual property risks, international students are a critical part of U.S. lead-
ership in higher education. If confirmed, I will seek to responsibly foster this impor-
tant component of our economy and international leadership.

Question 17. Do foreign adversaries exploit or seek to influence our education sys-
tem in ways that undermine our national security? If so, how?

Answer. America has the finest higher education system in the world. While we
enjoy the benefits of attracting talented students from around the world, we must
also be vigilant in safeguarding the independence, integrity, and intellectual prop-
erty of our institutions of higher learning. If confirmed, I will work with my govern-
ment colleagues and the leaders of American higher education to ensure that we
protect this invaluable national asset.

Question 18. How should the State Department be involved in implementing suffi-
cient screening procedures to ensure that foreign funded educational institutes in
the U.S., like the Confucius Institute, are not being used to manipulate U.S. public
discourse and/or undermine U.S. national security? What more can or should the
State Department be doing in this area?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with my government colleagues and the leaders
of American higher education to ensure that we protect our system of higher edu-
cation, which is admired around the world. While we reap the benefits of having
international students on our campuses, we recognize that not all foreign actors
share our values of open intellectual and scientific inquiry. If confirmed, I will en-
courage the American higher education community to continue its role in sharing
American values, including the importance of academic freedom, with Chinese and
other international students who study here each year.

Question 19. The FY 2018 U.S. budget is set to provide assistance to Eastern Eu-
ropean countries, including Georgia, to counter ongoing and potential Russian ag-
gression. I am interested which steps of assistance do you deem necessary, espe-
cially to enhance the self-defense capabilities, as well as to deepen bilateral trade
relations with countries, such as Georgia and Ukraine? Our assistance in this re-
gard would be of high significance considering Georgia’s vital challenges, as an im-
portant reward.

Answer. The United States strongly supports Georgia and Ukraine’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity. If confirmed, I would continue to prioritize efforts to
counter Russian aggression and to increase the security and stability of both
Ukraine and Georgia, as well as other partners vulnerable to Russia’s malign influ-
ence. For example, I understand the Department’s security assistance to Ukraine
and Georgia focuses on training, equipment, and advisory support to help these
partners and others in Europe secure their borders, deter aggression, and increase
interoperability with NATO. I support the President’s decision to provide enhanced
defensive capabilities to Ukraine and sell the Javelin missile system to Georgia. If
confirmed, I will continue to evaluate the specific needs of these partners to ensure
they are most effective.

I understand the Department is also helping Ukraine and Georgia build resilience
to Russian aggression by bolstering energy security; increasing transparency and
creating a more friendly business climate conducive to western investment;
strengthening the rule of law and good governance; and supporting independent
media to counter Russian disinformation.

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY OF STATE
NOMINEE HON. MIKE POMPEO BY SENATOR ROBERT MENENDEZ

(Section 1—Questions 1-55)

Section 1—Question 1. While I have certainly supported the additional sanctions
that both the United States and the UN Security Council have put in place against
North Korea—indeed three years ago I authored a bill to start the pressure cam-
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paign moving—what evidence is there that “maximum pressure” is slowing or stop-
ping North Korea from moving forward with its nuclear and missile programs, or
correlated with negative effects on North Korea’s economy? There is some evidence
that sanctions might be biting, but by all appearances, North Korea’s economy ap-
pears resilient and North Korea remains undeterred—over the last year, on this ad-
ministration’s watch, it achieved an operational ICBM and possibly a thermo-nu-
clear device—and its economy largely unaffected. Indeed, the pledge to seek
denuclearization made by North Korea that serves as the basis for the Trump-Kim
meeting is the exact same pledge that North Korea has made several times in the
past and, for Pyongyang, seems predicated on the U.S. pulling its forces off the Pe-
ninsula and ending our alliances with both South Korea and Japan. So while “max-
imum pressure” appears to be part of the mix, it is equally possible that the diplo-
matic outreach by the North is something that is moving on Pyongyang’s logic and
on Pyongyang’s tempo, not ours. While I fully support the need to maintain addi-
tional pressure on North Korea—through additional sanctions, military posture
moves, and through strengthened alliances—pressure is not the end of our policy,
but a means to achieve our end; a denuclearized Korean Peninsula. What is the ad-
ministration’s strategy to utilize pursue successful diplomacy with North Korea?

Answer. I agree with the President’s assessment that the maximum pressure cam-
paign has made North Korea’s current position untenable and is one of the main
reasons the regime is seeking negotiations. The pressure inflicted is a means to an
end: the complete, verifiable, and irreversible denuclearization of the Korean Penin-
sula. The Administration will explore the diplomatic opening by North Korea, but
will maintain the pressure campaign until North Korea denuclearizes.

Section 1—Question 2. Following President Trump’s acceptance of Kim Jong-un’s
offer you stated that “These are conditions that the North Korean regime has never
submitted to in exchange for conversations.” Can you be specific about what condi-
tions you believe North Korea has never submitted to before?

Answer. Kim’s actions of late have broken with his predecessors’ conditions for
dialogue and with his own patterns as a leader. Kim made the unprecedented deci-
sion to cross into South Korea to meet with President Moon later this month. The
U.S. and South Korean militaries are conducting combined exercises much as they
do each year, but North Korea has restrained its public response and has not used
these drills as a pretense to avoid talks. Likewise, Kim has maintained a months-
long freeze of missile and nuclear testing despite mounting international pressure,
which is a departure from his pattern of behavior over the last two years. Up until
this year, Kim has held a hard line about North Korea’s unwillingness to give up
its nuclear weapons. Kim’s recent openness to discuss denuclearization is in contrast
to his previous rhetoric and signals a potential opportunity.

Section 1—Question 3. Even a cursory review of the history indicates that in the
past North Korea has accepted military exercises, suspended missile and nuclear ac-
tivities, pledged denuclearization, and so forth. What do you consider new or dif-
ferent about North Korea’s statements—statements we have only heard through
South Korea?

Answer. I am limited to the details I can discuss in an unclassified setting, but
as the Administration announced, the North Koreans have confirmed to us directly
their willingness to talk about denuclearization. This creates the opportunity for ne-
gotiations, even as the Administration is clear-eyed about the DPRK’s track record
and will maintain the pressure campaign until North Korea denuclearizes.

Section 1—Question 4. You have stated that you will not repeat the “mistakes of
the past” when dealing with North Korea. Can you provide me, in detail, an enu-
meration of what you think those mistakes were, and how you will avoid them?

Answer. The North Koreans have confirmed to us directly their willingness to talk
about denuclearization. The incremental, phased approaches of past negotiations all
failed, in part because the international community eased pressure prematurely.
The Trump Administration is not interested in negotiations that allow North Korea
to buy time. The Administration will negotiate, but we will not ease up on the pres-
sure campaign until North Korea denuclearizes.

Section 1—Question 5. Following President Trump’s acceptance of North Korea’s
offer to meet, you stated that Kim Jong Un must “continue to allow us to perform
our military-necessary exercises on the peninsula...” It was not previously my im-
pression that our joint military exercises with our Korean ally were something that
North Korea was given a vote in either allowing or not allowing. Why did you use
that phrase? Are you concerned that you might have sent a wrong signal to either
North or South Korea with that sort of phraseology?
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Answer. Our combined military exercises with the ROK are not a bargaining chip
with the DPRK. Our exercises with the ROK are transparent, defense-oriented, and
have been carried out under the Combined Forces Command for over 40 years. Kim
Jong Un has pledged to refrain from any further nuclear or missile tests and has
said that he understands our routine combined military exercises will continue. The
United States must hold him to his word.

Section 1—Question 6. Given the critical importance of getting our alliance with
South Korea and Japan right if we are going to get our North Korea diplomacy
right, what measures would you recommend to reassure our allies and to deepened
and strengthen our alliances? Do you think that having a U.S. Ambassador in Seoul
is important to navigate a nuclear crisis or, as other administration officials have
suggested, unimportant?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the United States is in close com-
munication and coordination with our allies and partners around the world, espe-
cially the Republic of Korea and Japan, on North Korea. As I stated during my testi-
mony, we need an ambassador in South Korea. One of my priorities if confirmed
will be to ensure vacancies in important Ambassadorships and other senior positions
are filled.

Section 1—Question 7. China’s official development assistance to African countries
has increased by more than 780% since 2003. And last year, while the Trump Ad-
ministration proposed deep cuts in our diplomacy and development budget, Presi-
dent Xi pledged §124 billion for a new global infrastructure and development initia-
tive called “One Belt One Road.” At the same time, the Administration is proposing
to close USAID missions and eliminate economic and development assistance to nu-
merous countries in Asia and to slash the budget of the East Asia and Pacific Bu-
reau by over $380 million. Are you concerned that your cutbacks could provide an
opening for China to exert additional influence in Asia and around the globe?

Answer. The United States is advancing economic development and prosperity
across the Indo-Pacific region and around the globe. The Administration will remain
engaged internationally to maintain U.S. power and influence, to work with allies
and partners to address China’s growing influence and ambitions, and to identify
ways to ensure America’s continued presence and leadership. A significant part of
this is ensuring strong, well-resourced diplomatic and development assistance capa-
bilities.

Section 1—Question 8. Do you assess that Chinese development assistance efforts
will help bolster China’s relationships, ties, and image with those countries into
which it invests?

Answer. China is investing billions of dollars in infrastructure across the globe
in part to expand its influence. The United States is working to ensure that China’s
activities do not undermine development best practices, including openness and
transparency in market access, debt sustainability, good governance, and high envi-
ronmental and labor standards. If confirmed, I will press China to ensure that its
development assistance efforts and economic initiatives align with the needs of re-
cipient countries, global standards, and time-tested safeguards for investment.

Section 1—Question 9. The conduct of foreign policy is inseparable from a nation’s
value. I believe that Chinese leaders evaluate the importance of human rights in
U.S. foreign policy in part, by how frequently our diplomats raise the issues. If con-
firmed, do you commit to ensuring that a human rights case or issue is raised in
every senior meeting during your tenure?

Answer. If confirmed, I will raise human rights and specific cases with counter-
parts, including when I travel. The National Security Strategy prioritizes support
for the dignity of persons. It affirms that we will use diplomacy, sanctions, and
other tools to isolate states and leaders who threaten our interests and whose ac-
tions run contrary to our values. As Vice President Pence told the United Nations,
“Under President Trump, the United States is fully committed to the cause of
human rights.”

Section 1—Question 10. If confirmed, will you express concern about violations of
the freedom of belief equally across all faiths?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will speak out forcefully against violations of religious
freedom across all faiths. Religious freedom is a universal human right and may
never be arbitrarily abridged by any government. As I stated during my testimony,
I believe that people of each and every faith deserve dignity and the right to prac-
tice their religion, or no religion, in the manner they choose.
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Section 1—Question 11. How will you assist U.S. NGOs—or their grantees or part-
ners in the mainland—when those groups’ or their work is restricted or prohibited
by authorities under the new Foreign NGO management law?

Answer. If confirmed, I will support State Department programs that promote the
development of an independent Chinese civil society. At the same time I will raise
our concerns with my Chinese counterparts about the restrictions that the Foreign
NGO Management Law imposes on NGOs seeking to continue their work in China.

Section 1—Question 12. The Joint Communiques of 1972, 1979, and 1989, under
Presidents Nixon, Carter, and Reagan are the foundation of the U.S.-PRC relation-
ship, along with the Taiwan Relations Act that guides U.S. policy towards Taiwan.
Could you tell us your understanding of the core principles of these communiques
and the TRA?

Answer. The three Joint Communiqués, the Taiwan Relations Act, and the “Six
Assurances” form the basis for the U.S. “One-China policy.” If confirmed, I will work
to ensure that cross-Strait differences are resolved peacefully, without the threat or
use of force or coercion, and in a manner acceptable to the people on both sides of
the Taiwan Strait. The Administration’s commitments and assurances to Taiwan
are firm and long-standing.

Section 1—Question 13. In that connection, since the establishment of relations
with the PRC no President has challenged our One China Policy. Do you believe
that policy remains valid, or needs revision?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to support the United States’ One-China Pol-
icy, based on the three U.S.-China Joint Communiqués, the Taiwan Relations Act,
and the Six Assurances. Our One-China policy remains valid and has helped ensure
peace and stability across the Taiwan Strait and in the region for decades.

Section 1—Question 14. The Trump Administration’s policy on China appears to
be highly “transactional.” Making policy via twitter and one liners, the President
has hinted at being willing to trade the One China Policy for a trade deal with
China, or that he wouldn’t press them so hard on trade if they performed on North
Korea, and even that the US-Taiwan relationship might be subject to bargain with
Beijing. Would you agree with this characterization?

Answer. If confirmed, I will firmly support the United States’ One-China policy,
based on the three U.S.-China Joint Communiqués, the Taiwan Relations Act and
the Six Assurances. I do not believe that the relationship with Taiwan is negotiable.
Strengthening our longstanding friendship with the people on Taiwan remains a key
element of U.S. policy toward the Indo-Pacific. Our relationship with Taiwan is
undergirded and animated by shared and enduring values. If confirmed, I am com-
mitted to strengthening our unofficial relationship with Taiwan.

Section 1—Question 15. What should be the underlying interests that guide the
U.S.-China relationship and how do you plan on prioritize them?

Answer. The U.S. relationship with China must be guided, first and foremost, by
American interests. We will not shy away from directly challenging Chinese policies
that are against U.S. or international interests. As we pursue areas of overlapping
interests with China, such as the denuclearization of North Korea, establishing fair
trade and investment relations, and stopping the flow of dangerous opioids from
China into the United States, the United States will adhere to our commitments to
allies and partners and our values as a nation.

Section 1—Question 16. During a visit to the region last year, Secretary Tillerson
characterized the U.S. China relationship as a “very positive relationship built on
non-confrontation, no conflict, mutual respect, and always searching for win-win so-
lutions.” Would you agree with that characterization of the U.S.-China policy?

Answer. The Trump Administration is determined to work diplomatically with the
Chinese government in an effort to develop a more productive, results-oriented bilat-
eral relationship. The United States seeks to cooperate with China where our inter-
ests overlap, but we will not shrink from responding to China’s unwelcome behavior.
We will remain mindful that, as the U.S. National Security Strategy states, “A geo-
political competition between free and repressive visions of world order is taking
place in the Indo-Pacific region.”

Section 1—Question 17. What do you believe should be the U.S. position on Presi-
dent Xi’s proposal that the United States and China should seek to build a “new
model of major country relations” based on the principles of “non-conflict, non-con-
frontation, mutual respect, and win-win cooperation”?



118

Answer. The actual advancement of U.S. interests with China is more important
than labels. If confirmed, I will pursue a constructive, results-oriented relationship
with China. The United States should work with China to narrow differences be-
tween us, while ensuring that China respects international rules. If confirmed, I will
speak forthrightly and contest Chinese policies and actions that undermine the
international order that has fostered peace and prosperity for decades.

Section 1—Question 18. In 2014, Xi told President Obama that the “mutual re-
spect” part of that formula means; “the two countries should respect each other’s
sovereign and territorial integrity as well as political system and development path,
instead of imposing one’s will and model on the other.” Should the United States
agree to such a definition of “mutual respect™?

Answer. As the U.S. National Security Strategy states, China has expanded its
power in recent years at the expense of the sovereignty of others. The Trump Ad-
ministration does not believe “mutual respect” means giving another country a pass
when its actions harm U.S. interests and those of its allies and partners. If con-
firmed, I will work with China in areas that align with U.S. interests, while seeking
to narrow differences and ensure that China respects international rules.

Section 1—Question 19. The Obama Administration’s “rebalance” to Asia was in-
tended, at least in part, to constrain and shape Chinese behavior and to seek to sup-
port the emergence of a constructive China that plays by the rules on the global
and world stage. Is China undermining international rules and norms, and if so,
how should the U.S. enforce those international rules and norms with respect to
China? Does President Trump’s efforts to walk away from and undermine inter-
national commitments and institutions undermine our ability to utilize them to hold
China accountable?

Answer. The President’s National Security Strategy reflects the increasing con-
cerns that China’s actions are undermining the international rules-based order. For
example, China has taken steps to militarize outposts in the South China Sea,
which endangers the free flow of trade, intimidates other nations, and undermines
regional stability. China also engages in unfair, predatory trade practices. If con-
firmed, I will work closely with allies and partners to highlight and contest Chinese
actions that undermine the international order. (Tranche 1 #20)

Section 1—Question 20. China has thrived within an East Asian security order
in which the United States has been the dominant force since the end of World War
II. But the power and influence China now wields have now created tensions with
the status quo. Should the U.S. be prepared to consider adjustments to the regional
security order to strike a sustainable balance between American and Chinese inter-
ests?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work diplomatically with the Chinese government to
develop a more productive bilateral partnership. At the same time, the United
States needs to be prepared to respond to activities that threaten U.S. interests and
those of our partners and allies. If confirmed, I will work closely with allies and
partners to advance U.S. interests across the Indo-Pacific region, including ensuring
freedom of navigation, the free flow of commerce, and peaceful resolution of dis-
putes.

Section 1—Question 21. What would those adjustments look like?

Answer. A stronger U.S. posture in the Indo-Pacific region will enable the United
States to safeguard our interests, including ensuring that our allies and partners
are secure from military aggression or coercion. If confirmed, I will work closely
with allies and partners across the Indo-Pacific region to ensure that the freedom
of navigation is preserved, the free flow of commerce is maintained, and disputes
can be settled peacefully in accordance with international law.

Section 1—Question 22. What is your vision for a modus vivendi of respective
roles of the U.S. and China in the Asia-Pacific that both are able to live with?

Answer. As indicated in the President’s National Security Strategy, the Adminis-
tration seeks cooperation with China within the framework of a rules-based order.
The U.S. vision for the Indo-Pacific region excludes no nation, including China. At
the same time, if confirmed, I will highlight and contest Chinese actions that under-
?liné? thg international rules that have fostered peace and prosperity in the region
or decades.

Section 1—Question 23. The National Security Strategy is clear on the competitive
aspects of the US-China relationship. Do you believe there is space—and where- for
cooperative elements of the relationship?
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Answer. The United States should cooperate with China when in our national in-
terest, and should find ways to resolve differences. There are opportunities to nego-
tiate with China and not make diplomacy a zero-sum game. While China must do
more, the Administration has seen positive elements of cooperation in areas like im-
plementing UN Security Council Resolutions against North Korea and stopping the
dangerous flow of opioids into the United States.

Section 1—Question 24. China claims all the islands, reefs, and rocks in the South
China Sea. So does Taiwan. Vietnam claims the Spratlys. Malaysia, the Philippines,
and Brunei claim some features. What should be the U.S. policy toward the South
China Sea?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with our allies and partners, and through re-
gional forums, to build maritime capacity, reinforce a rules-based approach to re-
solving disputes peacefully, and uphold freedoms of navigation and overflight, and
other lawful uses of the sea in the South China Sea. I will also urge China and all
of the South China Sea claimants to refrain from new construction on, and mili-
tarization of, disputed features. The Administration supports the development of a
meaningful ASEAN-China Code of Conduct for the South China Sea that accords
with international law, particularly as reflected in the Law of the Sea Convention.
The United States will continue to fly, sail, and operate wherever international law
allows, including in the South China Sea.

Section 1—Question 25. Should we get involved in recognition or adjudication of
claims?

Answer. It has long been U.S. policy not to take a position on competing sov-
ereignty claims over naturally formed land features in the South China Sea. The
United States does, however, take the position that all maritime claims should be
made and pursued in accordance with international law as reflected in the Law of
the Sea Convention.

Section 1—Question 26. Do you see the U.S. and China as rivals for dominance
of the South China Sea?

Answer. The United States is not a claimant state in the South China Sea, but
does have a vital interest in maintaining peace, security, stability, freedoms of navi-
gation and overflight, and other lawful uses of the sea in the region. If confirmed,
I will continue to support these priorities by engaging with countries across the re-
gion both bilaterally and through multilateral fora to maintain support for the
rules-based international order.

Section 1—Question 27. What should be the U.S. response to China’s militariza-
tion of the South China Sea?

Answer. If confirmed, I will press China and all South China Sea claimants to
refrain from new construction on, and militarization of, disputed features, and to
manage and resolve disputes peacefully without the threat or use of force or coer-
cion and in accordance with international law. Working with allies and partners, the
United States will work to uphold freedoms of navigation and overflight, and other
lawful uses of the sea in the South China Sea, including by flying, sailing, and oper-
ating wherever international law allows.

Section 1—Question 28. What can the United States do to deter further Chinese
militarization?

Answer. If confirmed, I will use all appropriate tools to address China’s troubling
behavior in the South China Sea. Working with allies and partners, the United
States should uphold freedoms of navigation and overflight, and other lawful uses
of the sea, including by flying, sailing, and operating wherever international law al-
lows.

Section 1—Question 29. In the past, U.S.-Chinese cooperation on climate change
has been a bright spot in the trans-Pacific relationship between two global powers.
What is your understanding of China’s domestic and global economic plan for clean
energy development? How do you intend to maintain or build the constructive U.S.-
China dialogue on these issues?

Answer. I believe energy cooperation with China can advance U.S. energy security
and opportunities for U.S. businesses. If confirmed, I will seek to advance secure,
stable, diversified, and modern global energy systems that use a broad range of
market-based energy solutions, with China and other global partners.

Section 1—Question 30. Do you believe climate change is real? Do you believe
human behavior impacts climate change?



120

Answer. As I stated in my testimony, I believe that the climate is changing and
that humans likely play a role in that change.

Section 1—Question 31. Can you explain how you intend to continue to build the
credibility of U.S. energy and climate change diplomacy with China in light of the
President’s action to eliminate all federal regulation on climate change and to elimi-
natevall U.S. assistance that has nexus whatsoever to climate change or clean en-
ergy?

Answer. As a leader in global energy, America is a critical force in advancing en-
ergy efficiency and clean energy efforts around the world. If confirmed, I will work
with China and other countries to promote access to affordable, sustainable energy
that also promotes a clean and healthy environment through continued bilateral en-
gagement and cooperation.

Section 1—Question 32. In 2017, this administration’s 13 scientific agencies af-
firmed that humans “are the dominant cause of the observed warming since the
mid-20th century.” Do you accept that conclusion?

Answer. If confirmed, I will make sure that the United States demonstrates lead-
ership on climate issues to protect and advance the interests of the United States.
I would promote the U.S. role as a world leader in innovation, particularly in the
development of next-generation energy technologies.

Section 1—Question 33. What is your understanding of the link between Chinese
foreign investment in energy resources and development and Chinese projection of
their vision of global governance and diplomatic influence?

Answer. China’s growing overseas investment in many areas, including energy,
must be watched carefully to ensure that projects meet international standards in
areas such as debt sustainability, local input, and environmental impact. If con-
firmed, I will engage with likeminded partners and recipient countries to work on
ensuring that China’s investments are consistent with the market-oriented, rules-
based international order and does not undermine the sovereignty of any country.

Section 1—Question 34. Over the past year there have been conflicting reports re-
garding the status and case of Liu Xia, widow of Nobel Prize winner Liu Xiaobo,
who has been held under house arrest in China since her husband’s death in 2017
despite the fact that she has never been accused or convicted of any crime. China
should be held to account both for Liu Xiaobo’s imprisonment and death and for the
oppressive treatment of Liu Xia, who was subject to arbitrary detention and harass-
ment, including house arrest in contravention of the Chinese Constitution and Chi-
na’s international obligations during the seven years prior to her husband’s death.
U.S. officials have reportedly been told on numerous occasions that she will be al-
lowed to leave China but, as of yet, she remains under virtual imprisonment even
as she faces life-threatening health issues. Will you commit to personally raising her
case and demanding that she be allowed to leave China immediately—and that the
U.S. would see it as a positive step for her to be allowed to leave—in all your inter-
actions with senior level Chinese government and Party officials?

Answer. I am deeply concerned about Liu Xia’s well-being. The Administration
has consistently advocated with Chinese officials to release her from house arrest
and allow her to travel abroad according to her wishes. If confirmed, I will work
with both our likeminded partners and Congress to advocate for Liu Xia’s ability
to travel freely. Defending human rights is not just a good or moral thing to do;
it is in the national interest of the United States.

Section 1—Question 35. What is your understanding of the Administration’s Indo-
Pacific strategy? Given that the Administration’s FY19 budget request dramatically
cuts Function 150 funding for the Indo-Pacific region, how do you align resources
with professed policy goals? Will you advocate for a budget that reflects policy?

Answer. The Administration has been clear that future U.S. security and pros-
perity will greatly depend on maintaining a free and open Indo-Pacific. This re-
quires diplomatic and development assistance budgets capable of advancing peace
and prosperity in this vital region while prioritizing the efficient use of taxpayer re-
sources. If confirmed, I will fight to ensure that a strong, well-resourced foreign and
civil service is at the forefront of U.S. diplomacy at all levels.

Section 1—Question 36. Do you support ASEAN centrality? What role should the
United States play in supporting functional problem-solving multilateral institutions
and architecture in Asia?

Answer. The United States should continue supporting ASEAN centrality and the
ASEAN-centered regional architecture. The United States is an active participant
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in ASEAN fora, which are platforms for promoting freedom, prosperity, and the
rules-based order. The United States cooperates with ASEAN on political, economic,
and socio-cultural issues. At the East Asia Summit, the United States engages in
leaders-led discussions on the region’s most pressing security challenges, including
North Korea, the South China Sea, and terrorism. At the ASEAN Regional Forum,
the United States leads practical confidence-building activities in areas such as
cyber, transnational crime, and nonproliferation. If confirmed, I will continue to sup-
port ASEAN unity and centrality while promoting American interests and values in
the region.

Section 1—Question 37. The United States for decades has benefited from a strong
security and economic relationship with Taiwan. However, the United States con-
tinues to maintain self-imposed restrictions on high-level exchanges with Taiwan.
If confirmed, will you encourage China to understand the benefits of exchanges be-
tween the United States and Taiwan at all levels?

Answer. If confirmed, I will seek opportunities for visits to Washington and Taipei
by senior-level officials. I will also seek authorities that advance our robust unoffi-
cial relationship and enable substantive exchanges on issues of mutual concern, con-
sistent with the Taiwan Relations Act and the One China policy.

Section 1—Question 38. Global health, international aviation security and
transnational crime are all matters of global importance requiring cooperation from
stakeholders from all around the world. Congress has passed legislation requiring
the State Department to support Taiwan’s meaningful participation in international
organizations such as the World Health Organization (WHO), the International
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and the International Civil Organization
(INTERPOL). How do you and the administration plan to encourage Beijing to sup-
port Taiwan’s participation in international institutions and the international com-
munity?

Answer. The Administration supports Taiwan’s membership in international orga-
nizations where statehood is not a requirement. Issues like global health, aviation
security, and transnational crime require the joint efforts of the international com-
munity. If confirmed, I will continue to use all of our diplomatic tools to build like-
minded coalitions to support Taiwan’s meaningful participation in international or-
ganizations including the WHO, ICAO, and INTERPOL.

Section 1—Question 39. The Taiwan Relations Act (TRA) stipulates that it is the
policy of the United States to provide Taiwan with “such defense articles and serv-
ices in such quantities as may be necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a suffi-
cient self-defense capability”. Will you and the Administration faithfully implement
the TRA and carry out regular transfers of defense articles and services to the gov-
ernment of Taiwan?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to support arms sales to Taiwan, consistent
with the TRA and our longstanding policies, which have contributed to the security
of Taiwan and supported the maintenance of peace and stability across the Taiwan
Strait. Arms sales are a visible demonstration of U.S. support for Taiwan.

Section 1—Question 40. The Vatican is reportedly moving closer to a deal regard-
ing the appointment of bishops with China, whose Catholics are divided between an
underground Church loyal to the pope and a government-backed Church. I doubt
that true religious freedom is possible under tight control of an authoritarian regime
and I am concerned that Taiwan’s diplomatic ties with the Vatican may be severed
as a result. What should the State Department do to support the Vatican’s efforts
to promote religious freedom in China without sacrificing their ties with Taiwan,
where religious freedom is fully respected?

Answer. I am deeply concerned about any actions that could harm religious free-
dom in China. I am similarly concerned about any actions that could harm Taiwan’s
international space. If confirmed, I will urge the Vatican to consider very carefully
the impact that a deal with the Chinese government might have on these vital
issues.

Section 1—Question 41. Is this administration committed to multilateral institu-
tions in Asia including ASEAN and the EAS or more focused on an a la carte “like-
minded” approach like the Quad?

Answer. The Administration sees ASEAN and ASEAN-centered mechanisms like
the East Asia Summit as centerpieces of the Indo-Pacific’s regional architecture. The
Administration remains committed to ASEAN centrality. U.S.-Australia-India-Japan
consultations, often referred to as the Quad, are one of the multilateral mechanisms
through which the United States engages with our allies and partners in the region.
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Section 1—Question 42. If an important part of “competing” in Asia is in the
realm of ideas, values, and principles, how will you bolster the role of State & U.S.
diplomats to compete more effectively?

Answer. The advancement of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law has
been an essential component of the free and open order the United States has fos-
tered in the region for over 70 years. The President’s Indo-Pacific strategy is to join
with our allies and partners to strengthen this order. If confirmed, an important
part of my role in empowering our diplomats will be to address the vacancies in the
Department, and to put in place leaders eager and empowered to execute the Presi-
dent’s strategy.

Section 1—Question 43. The Trump administration’s own National Security Strat-
egy, which was released in December 2017, accurately notes, “Governments that re-
spect the rights of their citizens remain the best vehicle for prosperity, human hap-
piness, and peace. In contrast, governments that routinely abuse the rights of their
citizens do not play constructive roles in the world.” This is a concise statement on
the direct relationship between governments that uphold fundamental freedoms on
the one hand, and those that contribute to, or detract from, international peace and
security on the other. One needs look no further than countries like Syria, North
Korea, Iran, and Russia, to see this link. Despite this assertion, the Administra-
tion’s FY19 budget again requests radical, harmful cuts to democracy, rights, and
governance (DRG) funding to programs, which strengthen political and civic organi-
zations, safeguard elections, promote citizen participation, and strengthen openness
and accountability in government. Programs that help secure our interests at a frac-
tion of the cost of deploying U.S. military forces to respond to contingencies all too
often brought about by governments that abuse their people at home and destabilize
the international system. For example, the Administration proposes slashing fund-
ing for the National Endowment for Democracy by 60 percent. Congress has viewed
the NED as a vital instrument in the global competition for ideas and values. Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan foresaw in creating the NED that “the ultimate determinant
in the struggle now going on for the world will not be bombs and rockets, but a test
of wills and ideas, a trial of spiritual resolve: the values we hold, the beliefs we
cherish, the ideas to which we are dedicated.” Indeed, the brave North Korean de-
fector the President himself brought to the State of the Union received support from
the NED. At a time when competitors like China and Russia are seeking to fill
power vacuums and weak and failed states offer fertile openings for our adversaries
and for extremists seeking to exploit despair, why would the Administration cut
funding for crucial programs that empower those voices who advocate for a more
democratic, prosperous and peaceful world?

Answer. Democracy programs are critical for defending national security, fostering
economic opportunities for the American people, and asserting U.S. leadership and
influence. The FY 2019 budget request upholds U.S. commitments to key partners
and allies through strategic, selective investments that enable America to retain its
position as a global leader, while relying on other nations to make greater contribu-
tions toward shared objectives, including advancing democracy worldwide. If con-
firmed, I will look to continue support for these critical programs.

Section 1—Question 44. In your testimony, you stated that if the administration
is unable to “fix” the Iran nuclear deal, you will “recommend to the president that
we do our level best to work with our allies to achieve a better outcome and a better
deal.” With the May 12 deadline rapidly approaching, how would you fix the deal
ang Wha; would be your diplomatic strategy to do so vis-&-vis our P5+1 partners
and Iran?

Answer. I believe fixing the deal is in the best interest of the United States. The
President has been clear about his concerns regarding the JCPOA and, if confirmed,
I would take up the task of seeking a new supplemental agreement to address these
concerns—including addressing the sunset dates to ensure Iran never comes close
to developing a nuclear weapon, taking strong action if Iran refuses IAEA inspec-
tions, and preventing Iran from developing or testing a long-range ballistic missile.
If confirmed, I look forward to working with Congress and our international part-
ners toward a solution that prevents the emergence of a nuclear-armed Iran and
prevents Iran from developing intercontinental ballistic missiles that undermine re-
gional and international peace and security.

Section 1—Question 45. Do you believe you would still be able to act as a credible
international partner and negotiate a “better deal” if the United States has unilater-
ally withdrawn?
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Answer. If confirmed, I will seek to maintain the highest possible international
credibility for the United States, regardless of whether the United States continues
to participate in the JCPOA.

Section 1—Question 46. Director Pompeo, in your testimony you said Iran “wasn’t
racing towards a weapon before the deal” and that “there is no indication that I'm
aware of that if the deal were no longer to exist that they would immediately race
to a nuclear weapon today.” This is in contrast with your previous opposition to
JCPOA on the grounds that it “left the Iranians with a breakout capacity” and that
Iran is “intent on the destruction of our country.” Please clarify your statements and
explain why, if you do not believe Iran is racing to acquire a nuclear weapon, the
United States should withdraw from JCPOA.

Answer. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) does not address Iran’s
development of ballistic missiles, which represent a threat to the U.S. and our allies
and are Iran’s preferred method for delivering a nuclear weapon—if it chose to ac-
quire this capability. The sanctions relief provided under the JCPOA also contrib-
uted to an economic recovery in Iran, giving it greater financial flexibility to support
its nefarious activities in the region without cutting as deeply into its spending for
domestic initiatives. Over the long run, restrictions on Iran’s nuclear program will
loosen even as Tehran retains the benefits of sanctions relief. For example, JCPOA-
specific provisions on Iran’s fissile material production will expire within 10 to 25
years of JCPOA implementation. Specifically, restrictions on Iran’s ability to stock-
pile more than 300kg of low-enriched uranium, limits on locations Iran is permitted
to conduct uranium enrichment activities, and limits on reprocessing nuclear fuel
expire after 15 years. In addition, after 13 years there are no restrictions on Iran’s
advance centrifuge R&D program.

As for Iran’s intent to destroy America, please see:

1. “America is the number one enemy of our nation.”—Khamenei (7 November
2017, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-usa/supreme-leader-khamenei-
says-u-s-is-irans-number-one-enemy-idUSKBN1D211H).

2. “‘It seems the Trump administration only understands swear words, and needs
some shocks to understand the new meaning of power in the world, Masoud
Jazayeri, spokesman for the Iranian armed forces and Revolutionary Guards
commander said Tuesday. ‘The Americans have driven the world crazy by their
behavior. It is time to teach them a new lesson.”” (10 October 2017, http:/
www.newsweek.com/trump-needs-be-taught-new-lessons-irans-military-says-
681447). and

3. “At Al-Quds day rallies last week, Khamenei noted appreciatively, You heard
‘Death to Israel’, ‘Death to the US. You could hear it. The whole nation was
shaken by these slogans. It wasn’t only confirmed in Tehran. The whole of the
nation, you could hear, that was covered by this great movement. So we ask
Almighty God to accept these prayers by the people of Iran.” “‘This slogan
means death to the policies of the U.S. and arrogant powers, he said, ‘and this
logic is accepted by every nation when explained in clear terms.”” (18 July 2015,
https://www.cnn.com/2015/11/04/middleeast/ayatollah-death-to-america/
index.html; 5 November 2015, https://www.timesofisrael.com/irans-khamenei-
hails-his-people-for-demanding-death-to-america-and-israel/).

Section 1—Question 47. General Dunford has stated that the United States’ with-
drawal from its commitments, such as the JCPOA, “unless there’s a material
breach, would have an impact on others’ willingness to sign agreements.” As the ad-
ministration pursues negotiations with North Korea regarding its nuclear program,
do you believe the United States will be viewed as a credible negotiator if it with-
draws from JCPOA?

Answer. The United States enjoys high international credibility, and I am con-
fident that the Trump Administration’s decisions on the JCPOA will only under-
score our seriousness about nuclear weapons and nuclear diplomacy.

Section 1—Question 48. Do you believe that America should uphold its diplomatic
commitments?

Answer. Yes, the United States should uphold its diplomatic commitments, as
long as they continue to be in the national security interests of the United States.

Section 1—Question 49. Sometimes as Secretary of State you need to engage our
adversaries to advance American interests. Will you conduct direct diplomacy with
Iran to advance American interests?

Answer. I am not in a position at this time to prejudge or predict the direction
that our diplomatic engagement with Iran may or may not take.
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Section 1—Question 50. During the hearing, you stated that you were optimistic
that the United States could reach a diplomatic deal with North Korea but offered
few details on how you would approach negotiations. As Secretary, what do you
think are the most important elements of a diplomatic deal with North Korea?

Answer. The goal of the Administration’s diplomatic strategy is to achieve the
complete, verifiable, and irreversible denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. To
do that, there must be a serious and sustained pressure campaign through full im-
plementation of UN and U.S. sanctions, along with a pursuit of negotiations. As we
explore the diplomatic opening, we will also maintain the pressure campaign until
North Korea denuclearizes.

Section 1—Question 51. During your testimony, you said the purpose of Kim Jong
Un and President Trump’s meeting is to, “address the nuclear threat to the United
States” so that North Korea will, “step away from its efforts to hold America at
risk.” Do you believe that the nuclear threat that North Korea presents to U.S. al-
lies should not be on the agenda for the Trump-Kim summit?

Answer. The Trump Administration has been clear and consistent that the goal
is to achieve the complete, verifiable, irreversible denuclearization of the Korean Pe-
ninsula and in so doing, ensure that North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs
no longer threaten the United States or our allies. This commitment to our allies
is ironclad.

Section 1—Question 52. Many policy analysts believe that North Korea will offer
some form of limited denuclearization in exchange for the removal of U.S. troops
from South Korea. While removing U.S. troops in exchange for limited
denuclearization might lower the risk to Americans, it would raise risks for U.S. al-
lies like Japan and South Korea which are in range of North Korea’s conventional
weapons. Do you believe that the U.S. should pursue these options?

Answer. The ROK and Japan are valued, close allies with which we have worked
closely towards achieving the complete, verifiable, and irreversible denuclearization
of the Korean peninsula via diplomatic means. The Administration will remain in
close coordination and cooperation with South Korea and Japan about any response
to North Korea.

Section 1—Question 53. If you fail to make progress in negotiations with North
Korea, would you support the preventive use of force to prevent North Korea from
achieving an ICBM capability that would threaten the homeland even with the po-
tential catastrophic consequences or would you instead recommend a course of de-
terrence and containment?

Answer. There is diplomatic work to do, and if confirmed, my focus will be to con-
tinue the pressure campaign and achieve our goal of the complete, verifiable, irre-
versible denuclearization of North Korea. Without getting into hypotheticals, main-
taining the pressure campaign throughout negotiations and increasing pressure
should talks fail must be a key part of our strategy, and all options remain on the
table.

Section 1—Question 54. If the United States is able to reach a diplomatic agree-
ment on North Korea, would you commit to submitting it to the Senate for ratifica-
tion?

Answer. The Administration is committed to engaging appropriately with Con-
gress in the course of its efforts to resolve the threat posed by North Korea’s nuclear
program. If confirmed, I look forward to engaging you regularly on the critical chal-
lenges to U.S. security.

Section 1—Question 55. You criticized the Obama Administration for weaknesses
in the Iran nuclear deal, especially on verification. How do you intend to ensure that
we get a strong and verifiable a deal on North Korea?

Answer. The North Koreans have confirmed to us directly their willingness to talk
about denuclearization. The incremental, phased approaches of past negotiations all
failed, in part because the international community eased pressure prematurely.
The Administration’s goal is to develop an agreement with the North Korean leader-
ship such that North Korea will achieve complete, verifiable and irreversible
denuclearization.
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Section 2—Question 1. Secretary Tillerson announced last year that he was under-
taking a massive effort to comply with the President’s Executive Order on reorga-
nizing the federal government, including consideration of the elimination of a num-
ber of bureaus and offices and a goal of large-scale cuts in personnel utilizing
buyouts. During this review process, the Secretary implemented a damaging hiring
freeze and hired very expensive outside management consulting organizations to
make recommendations. Right before the end of his time as Secretary, the Depart-
ment changed their message and stated there was never a reorganization and that
it is just a “redesign,” or an “Impact Initiative,” depending on the bumper sticker
of the week. Most of the “keystone” projects that the Department is now imple-
menting—many with only minimal congressional consultation, transparency, and
oversight, despite our efforts—are limited and technical in scope, addressing such
issues as streamlining information systems. What is the status of the current rede-
sign process and the future of the Impact Initiative and keystone projects?

Answer. I have been briefed on certain aspects of the Impact Initiative but have
not had the opportunity to review its various elements in depth. If confirmed, I look
forward to learning more about the Initiative and its progress to date. I will assess
the state and full scope of the Impact Initiative and make a determination quickly
about how to proceed, in consultation with the Department’s foreign service and
civil service officers.

Section 2—Question 2. What has been the effect on State Department morale and
functioning that the past years turbulent process created?

Answer. I understand that the Impact Initiative and Redesign have caused con-
cerns within the State Department and with Congress. If confirmed, I will assess
the state and full scope of the Impact Initiative and make a determination quickly
about how to proceed, in consultation with the Committee and the Department’s for-
eign service and civil service officers.

Section 2—Question 3. What is the relationship between the reorganization that
appears no longer to be and the deep cuts to the department’s budget that was pro-
posed by the Administration?

Answer. My initial understanding is that Secretary Tillerson’s Redesign and the
Administration’s budget proposals were distinct processes. If confirmed, I look for-
ward to reviewing Department management and budgetary issues more closely, in
consultation with the Committee.

Section 2—Question 4. As the Impact Initiative moves forward, is the Department
planning to seek additional input from Congress and the stakeholder community?

Answer. If confirmed, I will assess the state and full scope of the Impact Initiative
and make a determination quickly about how to proceed, in consultation with Con-
gress, stakeholders, and the Department’s foreign service and civil service officers.

Section 2—Question 5. Will you commit to working with this Committee before
moving forward with any other reforms to the State Department and our foreign
assistance agencies?

Answer. Yes. As a former member of Congress, I have deep respect for the role
of Congress on these matters.

Section 2—Question 6. There is continued concern, now a year and a half into the
administration, that the Department of State lacks nominees for a large number of
the senior officials critical for the Department’s work. The Senate has yet to receive
nominations for four Undersecretary posts, as well as eight Assistant Secretary posi-
tions and dozens of ambassadorial posts. We have received a nomination for Ambas-
sador to the Bahamas, but not yet for our ally the Republic of Korea at a time when
the administration describes the situation on the Korean Peninsula as our top na-
tional security priority. With Tom Shannon’s retirement, the Department now has
one Career Ambassador, down from six in January 2017. The Senate can’t move to
confirm nominees we don’t have. While I have the utmost respect for the career pro-
fessionals at the Department, they will also be the first to tell you that there is no
substitute for Senate-confirmed senior officials. What is the logic for the nomina-
tions that have been made by this Administration, prioritizing for example the Ba-
hamas over Korea, and with numerous senior management and policy jobs remain-
ing vacant?

Answer. I fully recognize and appreciate the importance of filling these critical
senior Department leadership positions, both those located domestically and over-
seas, and if confirmed, I commit to you that addressing this issue will be one of my
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highest priorities. Additionally, if confirmed, I will work closely with the White
House to identify qualified candidates for the vacant senior leadership positions.

Section 2—Question 7. Are there plans and timeline for filling these vital posi-
tions?

Answer. Addressing and filling vital senior leadership positions at the State De-
partment is one of my highest and immediate priorities. If confirmed, I will work
closely with the White House to identify and select qualified candidates for these
vacant positions.

Section 2—Question 8. There is continued concern, now a year and a half into the
administration, that the Department of State lacks nominees for a large number of
the senior officials critical for the Department’s work. The Senate has yet to receive
nominations for four Undersecretary posts, as well as eight Assistant Secretary posi-
tions and dozens of ambassadorial posts. We have received a nomination for Ambas-
sador to the Bahamas, but not yet for our ally the Republic of Korea at a time when
the administration describes the situation on the Korean Peninsula as our top na-
tional security priority. With Tom Shannon’s retirement, the Department now has
one Career Ambassador, down from six in January 2017. The Senate cannot move
to confirm nominees we do not have. While I have the utmost respect for the career
professionals at the Department, they will also be the first to tell you that there
1s no substitute for Senate-confirmed senior officials.

Does this lack of leadership and these vacancies damage the Department’s ability
to fully function—either its ability to conduct foreign affairs, its ability to participate
in the interagency process, or for staff morale and effectiveness?

Answer. The State Department has a highly talented staff of senior professionals
who advance U.S. foreign policy goals around the world. At the same time, I agree
that there are too many vacancies and too many unfilled positions. If confirmed, I
will do my part to fill vacancies, as soon as possible, but I will need your help and
that of the entire Senate. Filling senior vacancies is critical to strengthening the fin-
est diplomatic corps in the world.

Section 2—Question 9. There is continued concern, now a year and a half into the
administration, that the Department of State lacks nominees for a large number of
the senior officials critical for the Department’s work. The Senate has yet to receive
nominations for four Undersecretary posts, as well as eight Assistant Secretary posi-
tions and dozens of ambassadorial posts. We’ve received a nomination for Ambas-
sador to the Bahamas, but not yet for our ally the Republic of Korea at a time when
the administration describes the situation on the Korean Peninsula as our top na-
tional security priority. With Tom Shannon’s retirement, the Department now has
one Career Ambassador, down from six in January 2017. The Senate cannot move
to confirm nominees we do not have. While I have the utmost respect for the career
professionals at the Department, they will also be the first to tell you that there
1s no substitute for Senate-confirmed senior officials.

Is the Department able to actively and successfully implement policy or manage-
ment directives with no senior staff to carry out guidance?

Answer. The State Department has a highly talented staff of senior professionals
who advance U.S. foreign policy goals around the world. At the same time, I agree
that there are too many vacancies and too many unfilled positions. If confirmed, I
will do my part to fill vacancies, as soon as possible, but I will need your help and
that of the entire Senate. Filling senior vacancies is critical to strengthening the fin-
est diplomatic corps in the world.

Section 2—Question 10. How has the lack of Senate-confirmed ambassadors
harmed U.S. diplomatic access and entrée in foreign capitals, many of which are
protocol conscious?

Answer. This is a question that I will be better able to address, if I am confirmed.
Filling Senate-confirmed vacancies will be among my highest priorities, if confirmed.

Section 2—Question 11. In April 2017, while the OMB lifted the across-the-board
federal hiring freeze imposed by the president in January, the State Department
continued a self-imposed freeze, including the hiring of Foreign Service family mem-
bers (Eligible Family Members, (EFMs)). In August 2017, Secretary Tillerson “ap-
proved an exemption to the hiring freeze that will allow the Department to fill a
number of priority EFM positions that are currently vacant. This exemption gives
posts authority to fill critical vacancies supporting security, safety, and health re-
sponsibilities.” Deputy Secretary Sullivan told members of the press on August 8
that “almost 800 EFMs [that] have been approved since this—the hiring freeze was
imposed.” In lifting the freeze in August, however, the Department by intent, de-
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sign, or otherwise, effectively froze out eligible family members caught between the
“transfer seasons” between Posts, leaving numerous jobs unfilled and unfillable even
with the “lift” in the freeze. Moreover, according to SFRC staff interviews with nu-
merous Embassies, instructions regarding how to implement the lift have still not
been uniformly conveyed across the Department and certain Posts are operating
under instructions to freeze any position that an EFM applies for, with no clear di-
rections or guidance on how to “unfreeze” billets. As I am sure, you are aware, EFM
jobs are generally a cost-effective way for Embassies to provide important support
for Posts, and the hiring freeze had the effect of creating significant distortions and
management challenges for the Department. To take one example, according to
State/OIG, the AF Bureau’s FY2017 staffing includes 1,147 American Direct Hire
overseas, 572 local staff, 140 reemployed annuitants (retired Civil Service or Foreign
Service employee rehired on an intermittent basis for no more than 1,040 hours dur-
ing the year), and 14 “rover-employees” based overseas. State/OIG also reported that
the AF bureau relies on 399 EFM employees for its overseas staffing. The 399 EFM
employees are not specifically excluded from the State/OIG 1,147 count; if the 399
EFM employees are in addition to the 1,147 count it constitutes a full one quarter
of the bureau’s overseas workforce.

Answer. I recognize the value and contributions made by our Eligible Family
Members (EFMs) in support of our national security interests when employed in our
missions abroad. I am aware that employing EFMs is a cost-effective way to staff
many critical safety and security related positions. I understand that the Depart-
ment has recently increased EFM hiring. If confirmed, I will review the current hir-
ing policies for EFMs to ensure that they are as effective as possible.

Section 2—Question 12. What measures will you take to undo the damage created
by the hiring freeze to the Department’s operations and morale?

Answer. If confirmed, with your help, I will work to ensure that vacancies in the
senior ranks of the Department are filled as soon as practicable with talented and
capable people who are prepared to work with all employees of the Department of
State and that leaders are empowered to fill vacancies. If confirmed, it will be one
of my first priorities to ensure that State Department employees have a clear under-
standing of the President’s mission and the critical roles they play in ensuring our
success.

Section 2—Question 13. How will you assure that full and complete instructions
regarding the lifting of the freeze are conveyed across the Department and to all
Posts overseas?

Answer. If confirmed, I am committed to developing hiring levels that comply with
the provisions of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018 and that effectively
advance American interests around the world. All employees will be notified via De-
partment notices, appropriate overseas cables, and, as appropriate, town-hall style
engagements that can be broadcast to staff at home and posted to our Missions in
the field.

Section 2—Question 14. In your testimony, you mentioned the importance of giv-
ing the State Department its “swagger” back. Secretary Tillerson set a goal of elimi-
nating 2,000 State Department positions. Do you plan to adopt that goal as your
own?

Answer. It is my understanding that funding provided under the Appropriations
Act of 2018 supports staffing levels at or above 2017 end-of-year levels. If confirmed,
I will set the Department’s goal on that basis and aim to ensure we have the right
staff levels to advance U.S. national security interests and the President’s vision
around the globe.

Section 2—Question 15. The November 2017 #metoonatsec open letter signed by
223 prominent women in national security highlighted the threat that sexual har-
assment and assault pose to national security talent retention and readiness and
offers a set of actions to reduce the incidence of sexual harassment and assault in
the workplace. They are: provide clear leadership from the very top that these be-
haviors are unacceptable; create multiple, clear, private channels to report abuse
without fear of retribution; provide external, independent mechanisms to collect
data on claims and publish them anonymously; institute mandatory, regular train-
ing for all employees; and ensure exit interviews are conducted when people leave
the Department. Recognizing the deleterious effects such behaviors can have on the
State Department’s mission objectives, your predecessor, former Secretary of State
Tillerson, recently began addressing these efforts. Of note, the State Department Of-
fice of the Inspector General has also embarked upon an evaluation of State Depart-
ment policies and procedures with regard to sexual harassment, as detailed in its
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2018 work plan. If confirmed, what steps will you take to reduce incidents of sexual
harassment and assault at the State Department and what measures will you un-
dertake to ensure employee safety, welfare, and the fair, thorough, and expeditious
resolution of allegations when such abuses occur. Further, understanding that such
abuses are widely understood to be born of gender imbalances in senior leadership
and that more diverse teams are consistently linked to better outcomes, what steps
will you take to improve gender-balance, especially at senior levels, and how will
you hold managers accountable for creating, nurturing, and enforcing a workplace
culture that respects and includes women as equal peers and colleagues?

Answer. I understand that the Department has a zero tolerance stance on any
form of workplace harassment. If confirmed, I will continue to support and strength-
en established measures that hold employees who engage in such behavior account-
able. As I have done at the CIA, I will work to ensure that every team member is
treated equally and with dignity and respect.

Section 2—Question 16. The State Department should accurately reflect the Amer-
ican people. Unfortunately, we currently have a huge diversity gap in our Foreign
and Civil Service workforce, especially at the higher ranks. This committee has spe-
cifically included language in past years outlining that the State Department
Human Resources Bureau has a responsibility to recruit and manage a talented and
diverse workforce. How do you plan to address that gap and assure that we have
a vibrant, robust, and diverse workforce at the Department of State?

Answer. Throughout my career, I have always worked to establish an inclusive
and diverse workforce. If confirmed, I will review the Department’s current diversity
recruitment efforts and work to ensure the Department makes the most of all its
iniltiatives to attract, recruit, hire, and promote outstandingly qualified and diverse
talent.

Section 2—Question 17. What efforts will you make to address inclusion and re-
tention at the State Department with professional development, unconscious bias
training, sexual harassment and assault training, and career advancement opportu-
nities?

Answer. I understand the Department has mandatory requirements for EEO/Di-
versity Awareness and Anti Sexual Harassment Training. If confirmed, I would con-
tinue to support these efforts. In addition, I will ensure all employees, including
those from diverse backgrounds and underrepresented groups, have the professional
development skills and opportunities necessary for current and future work assign-
ments and are treated equally, with dignity and respect.

Section 2—Question 18. Are you familiar with reports that senior State Depart-
ment officials have sought to “clean house” by reassigning or purging career employ-
ees who are deemed insufficiently “loyal” to President Trump, or based on their
work for a prior administration, or even ethnic origin or place of birth?

Answer. I am aware of these reports. The career employees of the Department of
State—civil service, foreign service, and locally-employed staff—are the Depart-
ment’s greatest asset. If confirmed, I will ensure that all personnel practices are car-
ried out consistent with all laws and regulations.

Section 2—Question 19. Do you denounce any such effort to improperly reassign,
remove, or interfere with the careers of career employees on these bases? What will
you do to ensure employees are protected from these efforts?

Answer. If confirmed, my staff and I will make employment decisions based on
merit and ensure that all personnel practices are carried out consistent with all
laws and regulations.

Section 2—Question 20. Will you commit to ensuring that career officials in the
civil and foreign services are not “punished,” demoted, or otherwise negatively im-
pacted because of their past work in support of prior administrations’ goals?

Answer. Yes.

Section 2—Question 21. Is it appropriate for your staff or other political ap-
pointees to discuss the ethnic or national origins when considering staffing of career
State Department officers?

Answer. No, it would not be appropriate for me, my staff, or other political ap-
pointees to discuss ethnicity or national origin when making staffing or any other
employment decisions. If confirmed, my staff and I will make employment decisions
based on merit and ensure that all personnel practices are carried out consistent
with all laws and regulations.
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Section 2—Question 22. How would you respond if you learned your staff did en-
gage in such action?

Answer. It would not be appropriate for me, my staff, or other political appointees
to discuss ethnicity or national origin when making staffing or any other employ-
ment decisions. If confirmed, my staff and I will make employment decisions based
on merit. I would take appropriate action in response to inappropriate activities.

Section 2—Question 23. How would you respond to situations, should they arise,
where your staff have been found to engage in personnel actions that are in sus-
picion of a career officers political perspectives?

Answer. If I am confirmed, the Department’s employees can be assured of the
freedom to express their views as part of the Department’s policy formulation proc-
ess without fear of reprisal. I would hold accountable the employees who fail to ad-
here to this policy.

Section 2—Question 24. Unfortunately much of the last year the senior leadership
spent considerable time and resources on outside consultants with lofty proposals
for restructuring the Department, with very little to show for it. These efforts drew
much needed attention away from running the Department, filling vacancies, and
strengthening alliances. Further, the Department reportedly spent $12 million on
consultants alone. Do you commit to immediately review all ongoing contracts re-
lated to any redesign or Impact Initiative efforts and report to Congress on whether
you determine that additional work is necessary, and if so, what those costs will be?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will assess the state and full scope of the Impact Ini-
tiative, including the use of consultants, and make a determination quickly about
how to proceed, in consultation with the Department’s foreign service and civil serv-
ice officers.

Section 2—Question 25. The Department has a number of outstanding rec-
ommendations that GAO has flagged as priority areas for action. Are you familiar
with the GAQO’s recommendations for diplomatic security? Have you reviewed them,
and if not, will you do so promptly?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that I am properly briefed on all outstanding
GAO recommendations related to diplomatic security.

Section 2—Question 26. Will you make implementing GAO’s outstanding rec-
ommendations a priority?

Answer. If confirmed, I will make fully examining GAQO’s recommendations a pri-
ority.

Section 2—Question 27. Will you commit to ensuring that diplomats serving at
posts abroad are able to effectively engage with local communities?

Answer. Yes, subject to security conditions.

Section 2—Question 28. Will you ensure that embassy staffs are able, while
prioritizing safety, to operate freely, throughout their countries of assignment and
not be solely relegated to Embassy compounds?

Answer. One of the main jobs of our diplomats overseas is to engage with mem-
bers of the communities in the nation to which they are assigned. If confirmed, I
will ensure the Department balances the risks that engagement entails with the
benefits to our national interest.

Section 2—Question 29. Hiring and promotions have been at a near standstill. Do
you commit to revisiting the current hiring and promotion policies in place and re-
port back to Congress on what steps you think are necessary to ensure that we have
a robust and experienced workforce going forward?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to a thorough review of these two critical
workforce policies.

Section 2—Question 30. Many experienced diplomats have expressed extreme con-
cern about the retention of experienced Foreign Service Officers and civil servants
and the impact on the Department’s short-and long-term ability to carry out its dip-
lomatic function. Do you agree this is a critical area of concern? What will you do
to ensure that we are not hemorrhaging experienced Foreign Service Officers and
civil servants, and that the Department will have the experience it needs for the
next 5 to 10 years?

Answer. The Department has a highly talented staff of professionals advancing
U.S. foreign policy interests. If confirmed, I will push hard to retain these individ-
uals in order to execute America’s diplomatic mission around the world. I will en-
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sure that employees understand how their work contributes to the mission of the
organization.

Section 2—Question 31. Will you review all current workforce planning and report
to Congress on what additional steps related to staffing and personnel you think the
Department should take this year?

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to reviewing Department of State workforce plans,
and I plan to utilize funding provided for staffing under the Appropriations Act.
With your help, I will work to ensure that vacancies in the Department are filled
as soon as practicable with talented and capable people. I am committed to attract-
ing the brightest candidates and to retaining the talented workforce necessary to
advance our foreign policy interests. I also commit to staying engaged with Congress
on personnel issues and workforce plans.

Section 2—Question 32. As you know, the Department is plagued by numerous
key vacancies, departures of senior employees, and a shrinking Foreign Service Offi-
cer pool. What is your biggest concern and how will you tackle it?

Answer. If confirmed, it will be one of my first priorities to ensure that State De-
partment employees have a clear understanding of the critical roles they play in en-
suring our success. Additionally, with your help, I will work to fill vacancies in the
senior ranks of the Department as soon as practicable. Funding provided for staffing
under the Appropriations Act will result in both Foreign Service and Civil Service
hiring at or above 2017 end-of-year levels.

Section 2—Question 33. This year, the Department will see the smallest incoming
Foreign Service Officer class in years. Does this concern you? Do you commit to re-
visit the incoming class numbers and assess whether additional FSO slots should
be approved for this year?

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to follow the provisions of the recently enacted
Consolidated Appropriation Act 2018 that advises the Department to hire Foreign
Service employees at or above 2017 end-of-year levels. It is my understanding that
this will result in hiring above attrition for the remainder of FY 2018. As such, I
anticipate that Foreign Service intake classes will return to more traditional levels.

Section 2—Question 34. It is no secret that low morale has plagued the Depart-
ment over the last year. Even the Acting Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy,
Heather Nauert, has acknowledged low morale is a challenge. What will you do to
restore morale? This requires more than a generic commitment but a serious plan
to reengage with employees and demonstrate that they are a valued part of the De-
partment.

Answer. In a recent series of Department briefings with team members at State,
they all, to a person, expressed a hope to be empowered in their roles, and to have
a clear understanding of the President’s mission. That will be my first priority. They
also shared how demoralizing it is to have so many vacancies and, frankly, not to
feel relevant. I will do my part to end the vacancies as soon as possible. I will also
work every day to provide dedicated leadership and convey my faith in their work—
just as I have done with my workforce at the CIA.

Section 2—Question 35. The prior Secretary was seen as disengaged and unwilling
to communicate directly with employees. Do you commit to meeting and commu-
nicating directly and frequently with career employees? How will you achieve this?

Answer. I learned many years ago from a Sergeant First Class that good leaders
need to listen more. Just as I have done in each of my previous leadership roles,
I will rely on those around me, including career officers, to achieve the team’s goals.
For example, at the CIA, I launched regularly-scheduled, small group town halls,
not very originally titled, “Meet with Mike.” I would continue similar types of out-
reach at the State Department, if confirmed.

Section 2—Question 36. As a member of the Freedom Caucus, you voted in favor
of zeroing out funding for the U.S. Institute of Peace, which works to prevent violent
conflicts. As currently stated on the Department of State’s website, the department’s
vision is to “promote and demonstrate democratic values and advance a free, peace-
ful, and prosperous world.” Given your previous support of curbing the work of
USIP, if confirmed as Secretary of State, how do you plan to uphold the depart-
ment’s vision to advance a free, peaceful, and prosperous world?

Answer. The predicate of your question is incorrect. If confirmed, you have my
commitment to use a range of diplomatic tools to advance freedom, peace, and pros-
perity. I will use tools like the Magnitsky Act and the Global Magnitsky Act. I will
implement laws like the International Religious Freedom Act. I will use U.S. foreign
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assistance programs, which fund worthwhile projects carried out by a variety of im-
plementers including USIP. These are powerful tools to advance freedom, peace and
prosperity. As I said at the hearing, America is uniquely blessed, and with those
blessings comes a duty to lead. As I have argued throughout my time in public serv-
ice, if we do not lead for democracy, for prosperity, and for human rights around
the world, it is not clear who will. No other nation is so equipped with the same
blend of power and principle.

Section 2—Question 37. You have stated that the reason for the currently chal-
lenging state of bilateral relations between the U.S. and Russia is due to Russia’s
bad behavior. Yet it is unclear that the State Department has yet developed, or been
directed by the White House to develop, a coordinated, comprehensive strategy to
punish, deter, or change this bad behavior. How will you specifically organize and
mobilize the resources of the State Department to counter malign Russian govern-
ment behavior and influence.

Answer. From Russia’s aggression in Ukraine to its flagrant violation of inter-
national law in the March 4 Salisbury attack and its continued support for the Syr-
ian regime and ongoing malign activities across Europe, Moscow is demonstrating
to be a serious threat. The Administration is actively working to counter Russia’s
aggressive behavior through numerous strategies. I understand the State Depart-
ment is strengthening deterrence and defense for NATO Allies in the Baltic region,
and is working with partners and allies to improve their resilience to malign influ-
ence and hybrid threats. The Department also currently leads various inter-agency
efforts to counter Russian malign influence. If confirmed, I will ensure these efforts
have the attention and resources they need. As seen with the coordinated inter-
national response to the Salisbury attack, we are strongest when we resist Russian
bad behavior and aggression through collective action. If confirmed, I will ensure
the Department continues to lead in these important efforts.

Section 2—Question 38. Will you reconstitute and reenergize the State Depart-
ment’s Russian “malign influence group”™?

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to review all efforts that are aimed at countering
Russian malign influence to ensure that they are as effective as possible. It is im-
portant that the United States undertake a whole-of-government, coordinated ap-
proach to respond to Russian efforts to undermine democratic processes and institu-
tions. The Department of State has a critical role to play in addressing this threat,
and if confirmed I will continue to promote interagency cooperation to address Rus-
sian malign activities and impose appropriate costs.

Section 2—Question 39. Do you commit to convening an international coalition of
U.S. allies to counter hybrid threats posed by the Russian Federation? If so, what
is your diplomatic strategy to convene this group?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work together with our partners and Allies to counter
Russia’s efforts to undermine these democratic processes. I will work within existing
groupings and organizations (such as NATO and the European Center of Excellence
f%r C%untering Hybrid Threats), and build other coalitions as necessary to counter
this threat.

Section 2—Question 40. Do you commit to meet with Russian political opposition,
dissidents, civil society activists, human rights defenders, and independent journal-
ists in Washington as well as during any future visit to the Russian Federation?

Answer. I believe strongly that representing America requires promoting Amer-
ica’s ideals, values, and priorities. If confirmed, I look forward to meeting with mem-
bers of Russian civil society in Washington and abroad.

Section 2—Question 41. Will you advocate for full appropriations for the Global
Engagement Center’s effort to counter Russian disinformation?

Answer. Yes, I commit to utilizing the up to $20 million in additional funds to
support the GEC’s counter-state mission, including countering state-sponsored
disinformation that undermines U.S. national security interests.

Section 2—Question 42. Would you support the lifting of Congressional holds on
the U.S.-Russia Investment Fund such that this funding could be reprogrammed to-
wards efforts to build resilience in democratic institutions in Europe against inter-
ference threats posed by the Kremlin?

Answer. If confirmed, I would closely review this issue, in consultation with the
Committees of jurisdiction.

Section 2—Question 43. How do you plan to elevate the State Department’s role
in countering Russian aggression through the interagency process?
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Answer. If confirmed, I commit to strengthening the Department’s key role in
countering Russian aggression. I understand the Department currently leads var-
ious interagency efforts to counter Russian malign influence as well as to collaborate
with, and support, Allies and partners. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department
continues to work closely with other U.S. government agencies to ensure a whole-
of-government approach to counter all the threats Russia poses.

Section 2—Question 44. The Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions
Act (CAATSA) included several mandatory provisions with respect to Russia. The
President has failed to make determinations that Russian behavior over the past
year is in clear violation of CAATSA, including with respect to its malicious cyber
activities to undermine democratic processes in the U.S. and Europe. Do you commit
to following the law and advocating for the imposition of sanctions under sections
225, 226, 228, 231, 233, and 234?

Answer. I am deeply troubled by Russia’s malicious cyber activities aimed at un-
dermining our democratic processes. If confirmed, I am committed to using the full
panoply of new sanctions authorities granted under CAATSA, especially those dele-
gated to the Department of State, to maintain and increase pressure on Russia.

Section 2—Question 45. Do you commit to personally engage with governments in
Indonesia, India, China, Turkey, and Vietnam and urge that they significantly re-
duce the significant transactions with the defense and intelligence sectors of the
Russian Federation? If they do not, do you commit to work to fully impose the man-
datory sanctions under Section 231 of CAATSA?

Answer. If confirmed, I will urge any country thought to be engaging in poten-
tially significant transactions with the Russian defense or intelligence sectors, in-
cluding Indonesia, India, China, Turkey, and Vietnam, to significantly reduce such
transactions. I would not hesitate to impose sanctions if I ultimately concluded that
a transaction is significant under the Act.

Section 2—Question 46. Would you support the declassification of intelligence on
Russian government use of assassination as a tool of political influence in the UK,
across Europe and the United States?

Answer. I do not support the declassification of intelligence if the declassification
would have a negative impact on our sensitive sources and methods. If, after a thor-
ough review, it was determined that intelligence on Russian government use of as-
sassination as a tool of political influence could be declassified with no impact on
sensitive sources and methods, I would support it.

Section 2—Question 47. How will you engage with British authorities to ensure
that Russian oligarchs on the U.S. SDN list do not have access to the British bank-
ing institutions?

Answer. I understand that State Department sanctions experts, along with their
colleagues in the Department of Treasury, are in constant communication with the
UK government in order to ensure proper implementation of current Russia-related
sanctions. If confirmed, I am committed to engaging with my counterparts as well.

Section 2—Question 48. Do you personally commit to engage with the European
Union and embark on a diplomatic strategy that results in a stronger EU sanctions
regime on the Russian government, those acting on its behalf, oligarchs, and
parastatal entities?

Answer. I greatly value the longstanding friendship and partnership we have with
the European Union. If confirmed, I am committed to engaging with the EU to con-
tinue the sanctions pressure on Russia.

Section 2—Question 49. Do you commit to advocate in legislatures around the
world for Magnitsky legislation sanctioning human rights abusers and corrupt ac-
tors in Russia and elsewhere, as is required in the U.S. Russia-specific and Global
Magnitsky laws?

Answer. I strongly value the sanctions tools created by the Global Magnitsky and
Magnitsky legislation and commit to raising the issues presented by such legislation
in my discussions with foreign counterparts.

Section 2—Question 50. Do you support increased security assistance, including
increased Foreign Military Financing and loan authorities, to American allies within
NATO to ensure that they end reliance on Russian military equipment and parts?

Answer. If confirmed, I will support efforts to help our NATO Allies end their reli-
ance on Russian military equipment and parts.
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Section 3—Question 1. The United States Government stepped back considerably
in recent years from supporting democracy and governance work in Europe and
Eurasia, assuming that, as European countries moved closer to European Union
membership, the need for U.S. engagement on these issues was less necessary. This
assumption proved faulty, and we have seen the Kremlin exploit and undermine
nascent democratic institutions, processes, and political parties across Europe with
corrupt influence and disinformation. Congress, through successive robust appro-
priations to the Countering Russian Influence Fund (CRIF), has made clear its in-
tent to address this gap, but we hear reports currently of delays by State in direct-
ing these appropriations to democracy and governance implementers. We are also
concerned by reports that the planning for spending CRIF money has been ap-
proached as a “one-off” event, rather than as part of a broader, coordinated strategy.
Do you commit to swiftly disburse assistance funds appropriated to State to support
democracy and governance promotion in Europe and Eurasia, including under the
Countering Russian Influence Fund?

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to ensuring that the Department disburses expedi-
tiously, but responsibly, appropriated funds to support democracy and governance
in Europe and Eurasia in accordance with the law and regulations. As cited in the
President’s National Security Strategy, countering Russian aggression and malign
influence in Europe and Eurasia is among our top priorities in the region. If con-
firmed, I will ensure that our foreign assistance continues to support those countries
that are bearing the brunt of Russia’s subversion and aggression, including Ukraine,
Georgia, Moldova, and the Western Balkans.

Section 3—Question 2. How will you ensure that funds appropriated in successive
fiscal years to counter malign Russian government influence are used to build out
a coherent, effective assistance strategy?

Answer. Through its diplomatic engagement and foreign assistance, the Depart-
ment is supporting our partners and allies to build resilience against the Kremlin’s
malign influence. These efforts are focused on: deterring Russian aggression and
helping our partners secure their borders and prevent cyber-attacks; recognizing, ex-
posing, and countering Russian disinformation and propaganda; enhancing Euro-
pean energy security and opening markets to Western trade and investment to re-
duce dependence on Russian markets; promoting good governance, strengthening
rule of law and combatting corruption, which opens doors to malign activity; and
building capacity of civil society and independent media to counter Russian malign
influence. If confirmed, I would continue these efforts.

Section 3—Question 3. Four years after Russia’s illegal invasion and occupation
of Ukrainian territory, we have seen an uptick in violence and humanitarian crises
in Ukraine caused by the conflict waged by Russian forces, and continue to hear re-
ports of human rights abuses and repression of dissent in Crimea. Since 2014, inter-
nally displaced people in Ukraine have faced considerable humanitarian challenges,
including access to housing. How will you work to address this need of the IDP com-
munity?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to work with allies and partners to push
Russia to end its aggression in Ukraine, which is the cause of the dire humanitarian
situation there. I will urge the Ukrainian government to do more to provide for its
over four million conflict-affected citizens. I will also support the State Department’s
Bureau for Population, Refugees, and Migration’s (PRM’s) efforts to provide life-sus-
taining assistance to refugees, internally displaced persons, stateless persons, as
well as vulnerable migrants in Ukraine through its partnerships with the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, the International Committee of the Red
Cross, and non-governmental organizations.

Section 3—Question 4. Do you personally commit to engage directly with the
Ukraine’s leadership on corruption in the country? What steps will you take to make
cleag to the Ukrainian government that this is a priority for the Trump Administra-
tion?

Answer. If confirmed, I will engage directly with Ukraine’s leadership on corrup-
tion. For example, Ukraine must adhere to its IMF reform program, especially its
anti-corruption and energy sector reform requirements. Most critically, Ukraine
must establish an anti-corruption court in line with Venice Commission rec-
ommendations. Ukraine also needs to raise gas tariffs to import parity levels, elimi-
nating a source of corruption and moving Ukraine closer to a market-driven energy
sector.Questions for the Record Submitted to Secretary of State Nominee Michael
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Section 3—Question 5. Would you support the provision of additional lethal assist-
ance to Ukraine beyond what has been provided in sniper rifles and anti-tank mis-
siles?

Answer. If confirmed, I will evaluate the specific military needs of Ukraine’s
forces in collaboration with the government of Ukraine and our partners.

Section 3—Question 6. Do you support an international peacekeeping mission in
eastern Ukraine and, if so, under what circumstances?

Answer. A robust UN-mandated peacekeeping operation in eastern Ukraine could
catalyze implementation of the Minsk agreements, which would end the conflict and
facilitate the restoration of Ukrainian control over its eastern territories. Any UN
force would be a temporary and transitional force with a mandate to ensure security
throughout the entire conflict zone, oversee the withdrawal and cantonment of
heavy weapons, and exercise control over Ukraine’s side of the international border
with Russia. The United States, France, Germany, and Ukraine have agreed on the
basic parameters of a mission, while several European countries have publicly
pledged to contribute to such a mission under the right conditions. Unfortunately,
Russia has so far only agreed to a force limited to the line of contact that would
only serve to freeze the conflict at great expense to us and our allies.

Section 3—Question 7. Please describe your diplomatic strategy for how you will
counter the Nordstream II and Turkstream energy pipelines in Europe.

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to implement the Administration’s diplo-
matic outreach to the EU and its member states to convey the Administration’s
strong opposition to the proposed Nord Stream II pipeline. The Administration has
encouraged EU member states to employ national legal measures to oppose Nord
Stream II and to ensure that Nord Stream II complies with EU laws and regula-
tions. The Administration also opposes a multiline TurkStream.

Section 3—Question 8. Prime Minister Orban has stated that democracy is in de-
cline and that his goal is to emulate “illiberal” states such as Turkey, China, and
Russia. He has openly cultivated relations with these states, in particular with
Vladimir Putin and the Kremlin. Since the April 8 elections, the Hungarian govern-
ment has said its first order of business would be to implement the “Stop Soros”
legislation which it has envisioned to keep Hungarian organizations from “inter-
fering” in elections. This has been widely seen as a signal of an impending crack-
down on civil society, on top of prior steps by the government to reduce space for
independent NGOs and dismantle the independence of the Constitutional Court and
other democratic checks and balances. Separately, on March 15, Prime Minister
Orban promised “revenge” against his enemies, and his government has continued
to foster anti-migrant and xenophobic sentiments. Do you believe that Hungary is
currently living up to its commitments to democracy, rule of law, and human rights
under Article 2 of the NATO Charter?

Answer. The United States works closely with Hungary as a NATO Ally and EU
member state. As the President and Vice President have made clear, strong partner-
ships require that Allies meet their commitments to uphold the values enshrined
in the Washington Treaty. I understand that the State Department has engaged
with the Hungarian government both privately and publicly on independent media,
civil society, and democratic governance issues and, if confirmed, I will continue to
work with Hungary to promote our shared transatlantic principles, as well as to fos-
ter bilateral cooperation that advances U.S. interests.

Section 3—Question 9. Will you support State Department assistance projects to
build capacity of local and independent media in Hungary, as well as to defend
space for human rights and democracy-oriented NGOs?

Answer. Hungary is a NATO Ally and valued partner with whom the U.S. govern-
ment continues to strengthen the bilateral relationship and develop joint strategic
interests. I understand that the State Department has previously engaged, privately
and publicly, in defense of civil society, independent media, NGOs, and Central Eu-
ropean University. If confirmed, I will continue to identify the right opportunities
to support independent media and NGOs as well as to combat corruption, Russian
pressure, disinformation, and malign influence in Hungary.

Section 3—Question 10. How will you promote tolerance and non-discrimination
in Hungary, including the rights of ethnic and religious minorities and migrants and
countering xenophobic and racist narratives?
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Answer. The U.S. government, through its embassy in Hungary, seeks to build re-
lationships across the full range of Hungarian society. Engagement with Hungarian
religious groups, civil society, media, and academic communities are important tools
to strengthen ties and reinforce principles. If confirmed, I will engage with Hungary
as an ally, encourage my Hungarian counterparts to uphold our shared values, and
support tolerance and respect for all.

Section 3—Question 11. How will you work to combat xenophobia and anti-
semitism in Poland? Will you urge the Polish government to repeal the Holocaust
Law in its entirety?

Answer. I understand the Department of State has expressed concerns to the Pol-
ish government throughout the course of debate on the law in question. If con-
firmed, I will promote education, open dialogue, and discussion as the best ways to
address mischaracterization of Holocaust-era crimes. The United States also wel-
comes recent statements by Polish leaders condemning anti-Semitism, and, if con-
firmed, I would encourage continued dialogue and engagement to foster under-
standing of this tragic era.

Section 3—Question 12. Do you believe that Poland is currently living up to its
commitments to democracy, rule of law, and human rights under Article 2 of the
NATO Charter?

Answer. The United States works closely with Poland as a NATO Ally and EU
member state. The United States relies on our Allies to be strong partners. As the
President and Vice President have made clear, this strength entails meeting their
commitments to uphold the values enshrined in the Washington Treaty and spend-
ing at least 2 percent of GDP on defense, which Poland does. If confirmed, I will
continue to work with Poland to promote our shared transatlantic principles, includ-
ing democracy, rule of law, human rights, and a market economy, as well as to fos-
ter bilateral cooperation that advances U.S. interests.

Section 3—Question 13. In early April, at a White House meeting with President
Trump and leaders of the Baltic States, the leaders of Estonia, Latvia, and Lith-
uania urged the United States to bolster defenses in the region against Russian
military aggression and other forms of Kremlin hybrid warfare. NATO has estab-
lished Centers of Excellence in the Baltics focused on various aspects of Russian hy-
brid warfare, and the Baltic governments have developed extensive non-military ca-
pacities to counter Russian government disinformation and cyber threats. How will
you bolster cooperation with the Baltic States in their efforts to counter Kremlin ag-
gression?

Answer. The Administration announced after the April 3 Baltic Summit that the
United States will continue to improve defense and security in the Baltics through
security assistance programs. These programs include Foreign Military Financing
and International Military Education and Training, as well as participation in the
NATO Centers of Excellence and the European Center of Excellence for Countering
Hybrid Threats in Finland. The United States will also work to improve resilience
in the Baltic energy sector and to build public and institutional resiliency against
disinformation by strengthening independent media outlets, public service broad-
C?Fters, and media literacy skills in the region. If confirmed, I will continue these
efforts.

Section 3—Question 14. What role do you see for the U.S. and NATO in this re-
gard, including to promote information-sharing on best practices to counter cyber
threats and disinformation?

Answer. As cyber threats and attacks become more common, sophisticated, and
damaging, the Alliance has made cyber defense a part of its approach to security.
Allies recognized this in the Cyber Defense Pledge adopted at the NATO 2016 Sum-
mit, in which they agreed to work together to better protect their networks and
thereby contribute to the success of Allied operations.

Allies are working together daily, and with the EU, to counter disinformation and
other hybrid threats. Allies regularly exchange information on national experiences
at all levels. The 2016 Cyber Defense Pledge prioritizes strengthening and enhanc-
ing cyber defense of national networks and infrastructures. If confirmed, I will sup-
port efforts through NATO and its Cooperative Cyber Defense Center of Excellence
in Estonia to enhance information-sharing and assistance in preventing, mitigating
and recovering from cyber-attacks.

Section 3—Question 15. Amidst resurgent ethnic and political tensions, two dec-
ades after the Dayton Accords the Western Balkans seem to be again teetering on
the brink of crisis. Vulnerabilities like these make the region a prime target for Rus-
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sian government interference, as seen in the Kremlin’s efforts across the region to
foster disinformation, exploit ethnic divides, and influence political actors through
corruption. Do you support an increase in U.S. programmatic and diplomatic en-
gagement in the Western Balkans region to stave off a return to conflict or further
manipulation or interference in these countries by the Kremlin? What would be the
priorities of your strategy for the Western Balkans? How would you work with the
Europgan? Union to these ends, given the Western Balkan states’ candidacies for EU
accession?

Answer. The Administration’s multi-faceted approach pushes back against Rus-
sian malign influence and addresses Western Balkan vulnerabilities, including cor-
ruption, weak rule of law, over-dependence on Russian energy, and growing Russian
media investments. I understand the State Department is countering Russian prop-
aganda by amplifying U.S. messages and correcting false statements as well as sup-
porting independent media and investigative journalism. The Administration is neu-
tralizing corruption—the currency of Russian influence—by increasing transparency
and accountability in government and business and encouraging civil society and
independent media to lead the charge for reforms and root out corrupt actors. To
bolster energy security, the administration is promoting diversity of energy sources
and routes. If confirmed, I intend to work closely with our European Allies and part-
ners in all these areas. Ultimately, U.S. support and credible prospects of EU acces-
sion promote long-term stability and good governance in this region.

Section 3—Question 16. What will you do to help find a solution in Bosnia and
Herzegovina to promote an agreement among the country’s three ethnic blocs on
electoral reform ahead of the October elections? How will you work to reduce Krem-
lin influence in the Republika Srpska (RS) and the risk of breakaway from Bosnia
and Herzegovina? What governance gaps do you see in the framework established
by the Dayton Accords and how will you address these? How do you assess the risk
of violent extremism in Bosnia and Herzegovina and how will you address it?

Answer. The Dayton Accords brought stability and peace to Bosnia and
Herzegovina, while also setting into place a complicated governance structure. The
Administration is engaging political parties to encourage them to enact critical elec-
toral reforms to bring the system in line with rulings by the Bosnian Constitutional
Court and the European Court of Human Rights. Some of these reforms relate to
Annex IV of the Dayton Accords, which serves as the constitution. Russia cultivates
close relationships with some Republika Srpska leaders who use ethno-nationalism
to attempt to thwart reform. The Administration supports rule of law, legal reform,
and anti-corruption efforts to build resilience to Russian malign influence and
strengthen democratic institutions. If confirmed, I will continue to push back on
Russian efforts to destabilize the region. Bosnia and Herzegovina is taking the issue
of violent extremism seriously and is a strong partner in counterterrorism efforts
and member of the Defeat-ISIS Coalition. If confirmed, I will continue the Depart-
ment of State’s work with Bosnian religious leaders of all faiths to promote common
values that counter violent extremist messaging.

Section 3—Question 17. How will you work to promote democratic accountability,
independent media and civil society in Serbia, and to counter Russian government
disinformation that seeks to undercut Serbia’s EU accession process? How will you
work to ensure the perpetrators of wartime atrocities are held to account in Serbia?

Answer. A democratic, prosperous Serbia that takes a positive role in the region
is fundamentally important to the stability of the Western Balkans. If confirmed,
I will prioritize an approach that will help to integrate Serbia into the rest of Eu-
rope and help the country progress towards its stated goal of European Union mem-
bership. To accomplish this, Serbia must also improve its democratic accountability,
increase media freedom, enhance its respect for and protection of civil society, and
harmonize its foreign policy with that of the European Union. This will cement Ser-
bia and the region on a path towards development and stability—in line with the
national security interests of the United States. Serbia’s future lies with Europe and
the West, and our goal should be to help it get there. If confirmed, I will ensure
the State Department continues to raise Serbia’s obligations to resolve remaining
cases related to the war in the Balkans, in cooperation with neighboring countries
and the UN Mechanism for International Criminal Tribunals.

Section 3—Question 18. How will you work to address corruption, criminality, and
ethnic tensions in Kosovo and to ensure the perpetrators of wartime atrocities are
held to account, regardless of their ethnicity? Taking into account rising political
tensions between Serbia, Kosovo Serbs, and Kosovo, would you support the rein-
forcement of KFOR until after the successful conclusion of EU-led negotiations on
a comprehensive agreement between Belgrade and Pristina?
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Answer. A sovereign, independent, democratic Kosovo that is fully integrated into
the international community is key to stability in the Balkans. If confirmed, I will
encourage Kosovo’s leaders to strengthen the rule of law and combat corruption.
This includes maintaining support for the ongoing work of the Kosovo Specialist
Chambers to investigate and prosecute individuals alleged to have committed seri-
ous crimes in Kosovo from 1998-2000.

It is vital that Kosovo and Serbia fully normalize relations in order to contribute
to regional stability and prosperity and to unlock their Western-oriented futures.
The Administration has advocated for accelerating EU-facilitated negotiations be-
tween the parties, and remains prepared to help to achieve a comprehensive agree-
ment. U.S. troops, along with 27 other contributing nations in NATO’s Kosovo Force
(KFOR), ensure stability and security, and freedom of movement for all Kosovo citi-
zens. I fully support KFOR’s mission, which is essential to enabling Belgrade and
Pristina to make progress in political negotiations.

Section 3—Question 19. What will you do to bolster Montenegro’s role in NATO
and boost its resilience to Kremlin aggression as seen in the November 2016 coup
attempt?

Answer. The long-standing U.S. partnership with Montenegro solidified when
NATO welcomed Montenegro as its 29th Ally last June. The Administration ap-
plauds Montenegro for its commitment to regional and NATO collective security and
welcomes its concrete plan to fulfill the NATO Wales pledge on defense spending
by 2024. To boost resilience to the Kremlin’s aggression and malign influence, the
Administration has implemented a multi-faceted approach to address Western Bal-
kan vulnerabilities, including corruption and weak rule of law, over-dependence on
Russian energy, and increasing Russian media investments in the region. The State
Department i1s countering Russian propaganda by amplifying U.S. messages, cor-
recting false statements, and supporting local, independent media and investigative
journalism. If confirmed, I intend to continue working closely with Montenegro and
our other European Allies and partners to reduce vulnerabilities and neutralize cor-
ruption—the currency of Russian influence—by increasing transparency and ac-
countability in government and business, and encouraging civil society and inde-
pendent media to lead the charge for reforms and root out corrupt actors.

Section 3—Question 20. What will you do to address corruption and malign Rus-
sian government influence in Bulgaria?

Answer. The United States takes the security and stability of our Allies seriously.
A strong rule of law and rooting out corruption are keys to Bulgaria’s development
and to a robust partnership. If confirmed, I would support continued State Depart-
ment engagement with Bulgaria and initiatives to combat corruption.

The United States is cognizant of the foreign actors—most notably Russia—who
are attempting to influence our allies in Central Europe, including Bulgaria. The
threat is real and far-reaching and combatting it requires a comprehensive effort.
If confirmed, I am committed to continue Administration efforts to combat Russian
malign influence around the world.

Section 3—Question 21. What will you do to address corruption and malign Rus-
sian government influence in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia?

Answer. The Administration takes the security and stability of our partners, in-
cluding Macedonia, seriously. A strong rule of law and rooting out corruption are
keys to Macedonia’s development and a strengthened bilateral relationship. Ad-
dressing these issues will also help Macedonia meet the requirements for Euro-At-
lantic integration—a U.S. goal. If confirmed, I will continue to support State Depart-
ment initiatives to combat corruption in Macedonia.

The United States is cognizant of the foreign actors in the Balkans, most notably
Russia, whose activities are aimed at undermining stability and complicating the
path forward towards European and Euro-Atlantic integration. The State Depart-
ment has developed a multi-faceted approach to push back against Russian malign
influence and address Macedonia’s vulnerabilities, including corruption and weak
rule of law. It is working with partners to neutralize corruption, increase trans-
parency and accountability in governments and business environments, and encour-
age civil society and independent media to lead the charge for reforms and root out
corrupt actors. If confirmed, I intend to work closely with our European Allies and
partners in all these areas.

Section 3—Question 22. Given the hybrid threats the United States and its allies
face from state and non-state actors, strengthening relationships with our NATO
partners is more important than ever. A NATO summit is scheduled for July 11-
12 in Brussels. What are your priorities for this Summit? Will you recognize—and
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articulate to the White House—the non-monetary contributions that NATO allies
make to advance U.S. objectives in Afghanistan and elsewhere?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to supporting the Administration’s three key
priorities for the July NATO Summit in Brussels: increasing defense spending and
burden sharing; strengthening NATO’s deterrence and defense; and countering ter-
rorism. I deeply appreciate those Allies who make significant contributions in capa-
bilities and personnel to Alliance missions and operations.

Section 3—Question 23. How do you view NATO’s role in countering Kremlin ag-
gression? What is your position on maintaining NATO equipment and troops perma-
nently in the Baltics and Central and Eastern Europe?

Answer. NATO is fundamental to countering Russian aggression. I firmly believe
that the U.S. commitment to Article 5 of the Washington Treaty is ironclad and,
if confirmed, I will reaffirm that commitment to our NATO Allies. I fully support
the ongoing rotational enhanced Forward Presence and tailored Forward Presence
units in the Baltic States, Poland, Romania, and Bulgaria. If confirmed, I commit
to working with the Department of Defense and our NATO Allies to ensure a robust
NATO deterrence and defense posture on NATO’s Eastern Flank.

Section 3—Question 24. Do you commit to full State Department participation in
the II)\IATO Centers of Excellence on energy, cyber security and strategic communica-
tion?

Answer. It is my understanding that the United States supports the important
work of NATO Centers of Excellence (COEs), including the NATO Cooperative
Cyber Defense COE in Estonia, the NATO Energy Security COE in Lithuania, and
the NATO Strategic Communications COE in Latvia. If confirmed, I would continue
to support these COEs to the fullest extent possible.

Section 3—Question 25. The breakaway territories of South Ossetia and Abkhazia
remain essentially under Kremlin control, nearly ten years after Russia invaded
Georgia. Meanwhile, progress on democratic reforms in Georgia has been uneven
and threatened by rollbacks of independent media and increased pressure on polit-
ical opposition in recent years. What will you do to support Georgia’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity and to press for continued democratic reforms? What assist-
ance activities do you see as vital to this, and will you seek assistance budgets on
par with prior years to support such activities?

Answer. If confirmed, I will use all available tools to support Georgia’s democratic
and economic development, as well as its sovereignty and territorial integrity within
its internationally recognized borders. I would ensure U.S. assistance to Georgia
builds further resilience to Russian aggression and propaganda and promotes effec-
tive, democratic governance and economic prosperity. This requires focus on rule of
law, an independent judiciary, and a level playing field for U.S. investors. It also
requires a free media and a strong civil society. Georgia is an important partner
to the United States on a number of issues of strategic importance including sup-
porting operations in Afghanistan, countering nuclear proliferation, and serving as
a corridor to support European energy security. All of these steps will strengthen
Georgia and enhance our bilateral partnership.

Section 3—Question 26. Do you believe that the millions of Armenian, Greek, As-
syrian, Chaldean, Syriac, Aramean, and other Christian victims killed at the hands
of the Ottoman Empire in its final years were victims of genocide? If not, why?
Would you support a U.S. Senate resolution that recognizes the Armenian genocide?

Answer. The U.S. government acknowledges and honors the memory of the one
and a half million Armenians who were massacred, deported, or marched to their
deaths in the final days of the Ottoman Empire. The horrific loss of life of Arme-
nians and other victims during the final years of the Ottoman Empire resulted in
one of the worst atrocities of the twentieth century, and this remains a great source
of pain for all of us who value human rights. I expect that, as he did last year,
President Trump will issue a statement on Remembrance Day on April 24 honoring
the victims and outlining his views on the topic. As with any Congressional action
with foreign policy implications, I would welcome the opportunity for the State De-
partment to review any proposed resolution before presenting my view to the Sen-
ate.

Section 3—Question 27. Despite periodic releases of political prisoners, the Azer-
baijani government continues its protracted crackdown on dissent, political opposi-
tion, and independent media and civil society largely unabated. Would you charac-
terize Azerbaijan as an authoritarian state? What will be your approach to defend-
ing human rights activists, independent journalists, civil society and political opposi-
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tion in the country? How will you seek to hold the Azerbaijani government to ac-
count for alleged corruption and human rights abuses?

Answer. The United States has urged the government of Azerbaijan to release all
those incarcerated for exercising their fundamental freedoms. I understand the
State Department is committed to protecting and promoting human rights and com-
bating corruption. If confirmed, I will continue to urge tangible and significant con-
sequences for those who commit serious human rights abuses and engage in corrup-
tion.

Section 3—Question 28. Do you support maintaining the Section 907 restriction
on U.S. assistance to Azerbaijan?

Answer. U.S. assistance to Azerbaijan promotes U.S. national security interests,
which is why the President has waived Section 907 of the FREEDOM Support Act
every year since 2002. The most recent waiver was signed on April 3, 2018. How-
ever, as a matter of policy and in the absence of a change in the situation, I would
not approve any security assistance or sales that could undermine efforts to find a
peaceful settlement of the conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia. The United
States remains actively engaged as one of the Minsk Group Co-Chairs to help the
parties find a way forward.

Section 3—Question 29. What do you see as the right approach to solving this con-
flict and how do you plan to engage the various parties in this regard?

Answer. As a Co-Chair of the Minsk Group, the United States has played an ac-
tive role in mediating a comprehensive settlement of this longstanding conflict, the
resolution of which would usher in a new era of peace and prosperity for the people
of the South Caucasus. U.S. policy remains clear: the only solution to the conflict
is a negotiated settlement based on international law that includes adherence to the
principles of non-use of force, territorial integrity, and self-determination. If con-
firmed, I will ensure the Department of State continues to support the efforts of the
Minsk Group to help the sides find a lasting solution to this conflict, and to imple-
ment increased monitoring activities along the Line of Contact and the Armenia-
Azerbaijan international border.

Section 3—Question 30. How will you press Azerbaijan to implement the Royce-
Engel proposals, an OSCE-backed package of investigative mechanisms and pro-
peace initiatives that call for, among other measures, the deployment of gunfire sen-
sor systems along the line of contact?

Answer. The United States plays an important role in mediating a comprehensive
settlement of this longstanding conflict as one of the Minsk Group Co-Chairs. A res-
olution of the conflict would usher in a new era of peace and prosperity for the peo-
ple of the South Caucasus. If confirmed, I would support proposals to withdraw
snipers, launch an OSCE investigation mechanism, and deploy sensors along the
Line of Contact and the Armenia-Azerbaijan international border. The Administra-
tion has been a strong advocate in the Minsk Group process for these confidence-
building measures, which we believe would reduce violence in areas affected by the
conflict.

Section 3—Question 31. Cyprus has worked to explore energy reserves in its ex-
clusive economic zone (EEZ). However, in 2018, Turkey threatened the security of
the EEZ as its warships harassed an Eni vessel. The U.S. has stated its support
for Cyprus’s sovereign right to explore and exploit energy resources within its exclu-
sive economic zone. If confirmed, would you support the Republic of Cyprus’s sov-
ereign right to explore for hydrocarbon reserves and other natural resources in its
exclusive economic zone (EEZ)?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to support longstanding U.S. policy recog-
nizing the Republic of Cyprus’s right to develop its resources in its EEZ. The is-
land’s oil and gas resources, like all of its resources, should be equitably shared be-
tween both communities in the context of an overall settlement. I will discourage
actions or rhetoric that increase tensions.

Section 3—Question 32. Do you commit to engage in a strategic dialogue with Cy-
prus to consider a range of bilateral issues to include the country’s Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone, security ties and the peace process?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to support the high-level U.S. engagement
with the Republic of Cyprus on the settlement process and on the wide range of
other issues of common concern to both countries.

Section 3—Question 33. Do you support a reunified Cyprus with a single sov-
ereignty, single international personality and single citizenship; and with its inde-
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pendence and territorial integrity safeguarded as described in the relevant U.N. Se-
curity Council resolutions?

Answer. If confirmed, I will actively support UN-facilitated, leader-led negotia-
tions to reunify the island as a bizonal, bicommunal federation as the best means
to achieve a just and lasting settlement.

Section 3—Question 34. What is your view on the removal of 40,000 illegal occu-
pying Turkish troops from the Republic of Cyprus?

Answer. The presence of Turkish troops, as well as the pace and scope of Turkish
troop withdrawal, has been one of the most difficult issues in the negotiations. The
issue will have to be resolved through negotiations and as a part of a final agree-
ment that reunifies Cyprus as a bizonal, bicommunal federation. If confirmed, I will
actively support efforts toward such an agreement.

Section 3—Question 35. What is your view on the Turkish citizens who have relo-
cated and settled on the island of Cyprus in increasingly large numbers since Tur-
key’s military occupation, and what impact do you see from these settlers on pros-
pects for a peace settlement and ensuring the political and cultural rights of the is-
land’s longstanding communities?

Answer. The issue of Turkish citizens who settled in Cyprus Post-1974 has been
a sensitive matter. It underscores the need for the communities to find a just, last-
ing and comprehensive settlement. If confirmed, I will actively support efforts to-
ward such a settlement.

Section 3—Question 36. The government of Sri Lanka has failed to meet the tar-
gets of the previous UN Human Rights Council resolutions that oblige the govern-
ment to advance transitional justice and human rights, including accountability for
the mass killings, human rights abuses, torture and sexual violence committed by
government forces during the country’s civil war. The Sri Lankan government has
made inadequate progress accounting for missing persons, addressing the cases of
those detained under the Prevention of Terrorism Act, and implementing account-
ability mechanisms and broader governance reforms that promote justice and rec-
onciliation. Meanwhile, reports of security force abuses in the former conflict zones
continue, and anti-Muslim riots in March supported by some political forces allied
with the former government in the Kandy district suggest that the risk of ethnic
or sectarian violence remains acute. What will you do to spearhead a U.S. diplo-
matic policy, including multilateral efforts, to advance implementation of Sri
Lanka’s promises on justice, accountability, and reform?

Answer. If confirmed, I will support efforts to press Sri Lanka, both bilaterally
and with like-minded international partners, including through the UN Human
Rights Council, to abide fully by its commitments to reconciliation, justice, and ac-
countability. To prevent the recurrence of conflict in Sri Lanka and promote a rec-
onciled, stable, and prosperous future, it is essential that its government act on
these commitments.

Section 3—Question 37. How will you emphasize ending sectarian violence and en-
suring religious freedom and respect for the rights of the island’s diverse commu-
nities, including Muslims and Christians?

Answer. If confirmed, I will defend and promote respect for the right of all people
to worship as they choose. If confirmed, I also will call on governmental leaders to
condemn religious violence swiftly and unequivocally and hold perpetrators account-
able. In Sri Lanka, as everywhere, I will press for religious freedom as an Adminis-
tration priority.

Section 3—Question 38. Do you support another UN Human Rights Council Reso-
lution on justice and accountability in Sri Lanka? What is your view on elements
it could include, including the possibility of establishing an international justice
mechanism, that could help spur progress by the government in this area?

Answer. The most recent UN Human Rights Council resolution on Sri Lanka
asked the High Commissioner to monitor Sri Lanka’s progress on the justice and
accountability commitments it made in cosponsoring 2015 UNHRC Resolution 30/
1 and to issue a written report on this progress in 2019. If confirmed, I will continue
to support efforts to press Sri Lanka to follow through with these commitments, in-
cluding by establishing justice and accountability processes to address the past. Fur-
ther steps, such as a new UNHRC resolution, would need to take into account the
progress Sri Lanka makes between now and 2019.

Section 3—Question 39. Based on previously passed legislation in Congressional
appropriations bills, U.S. security assistance has generally been restricted from sup-
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porting the training or equipping of the Sri Lankan military given its past record
of atrocities and continued impunity for such crimes. What are your views on the
military-military relationship the U.S. should pursue with Sri Lanka and do you
support such restrictions on U.S. assistance to the Sri Lankan military?

Answer. I understand that military-to-military relations between the United
States and Sri Lanka have undergone measured and incremental growth since the
election of a reform government in 2015, but remain limited in overall scope and
focus. I believe that continued growth of these relations and interactions with dis-
crete, carefully vetted units and individuals is in the U.S. interest given Sri Lanka’s
strategic location and potential to contribute to regional stability. I support the ap-
plication of the Leahy law to any country’s military found to have committed gross
violations of human rights. If confirmed, I will examine how the Department can
best support our growing military-to-military relations with Sri Lanka.

Section 3—Question 40. Senior Trump Administration officials have asserted that
the goal of the Administration’s South Asia strategy is to renew talks that reach
a negotiated political settlement in Afghanistan. But, the U.S. remains a party to
this protracted conflict and has little progress to show on the diplomatic front. There
is skepticism among many countries in the region about how serious the U.S. is
about a peace process, and the President’s repeated comments rejecting outright any
talks with the Taliban and pledging to “start what we finished” on the battlefield
suggest the lack of a White House commitment to its own diplomatic strategy. Do
you believe that the situation in Afghanistan requires a more assertive diplomatic
strategy?

Answer. The Afghan government has taken bold steps in developing a peace strat-
egy and it has announced a clear and specific offer to the Taliban to engage in peace
talks. The Trump Administration fully supports the Afghan government’s outreach
to the Taliban and its efforts to negotiate a political settlement. If confirmed, I look
forward to working with President Ghani to determine how our diplomatic strategy
can best create the conditions necessary for the Taliban to accept this offer and start
a political process that can lead to lasting peace.

Section 3—Question 41. What do you see as necessary components in a diplomatic
strategy to pursue a negotiated political settlement in Afghanistan, and will you
spearhead these efforts?

Answer. The United States can support and facilitate future peace negotiations
between the Taliban and the Afghan government. As of April 12, 2018, however, the
Taliban have not responded to the Afghan government’s peace offer, and the Taliban
campaign of violence continues. The Taliban must come to understand that they can
only advance their objectives at the negotiating table, and not on the battlefield. If
confirmed, I will continue to work with Afghan, regional, and international partners
to exert military, diplomatic, and religious pressure on the Taliban to join a peace
process that ends the war in Afghanistan with a sustainable political settlement
that protects U.S. interests.

Section 3—Question 42. What will you do to incentivize the Afghan government
to take steps to ensure credible, inclusive elections processes and hold corruption
and h?uman rights abuses by Afghan government officials and security forces to ac-
count?

Answer. If confirmed, I will lead the Department of State’s engagement with the
Government of Afghanistan and emphasize the importance of governance reforms,
anti-corruption efforts, the protection of human rights, and credible, transparent
elections. I will also reinforce the Department of State’s efforts to cooperate closely
with the Afghan government on the Afghanistan Compact, an Afghan-led initiative
that tracks the implementation of reforms related to security, governance, economic
development, and peace and reconciliation. I will press top government leaders to
investigate and prosecute high-level corruption cases, regardless of the political sta-
tus or military rank of the accused. I will also ensure the Department of State con-
tinues to support and encourage the Afghan government to prepare for timely, cred-
ible, and inclusive elections.

Section 3—Question 43. How will you work to ensure transparency and account-
ability in the delivery of State Department foreign assistance to Afghanistan, and
to incentivize the delivery of additional aid based on reform benchmarks the Afghan
government has committed to meet?

Answer. It is my understanding that all U.S. assistance to Afghanistan, including
assistance through multi-lateral mechanisms, is subject to multiple tiers of moni-
toring and oversight, incorporating reporting from implementing partners, recipient
feedback, third-party monitoring, direct observation by U.S. officials where possible,
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and monitoring through the use of technology where appropriate. If confirmed, I
look forward to learning more about these mechanisms and how the Department
can continue to ensure aid is delivered to Afghanistan in a transparent and account-
able manner. I also understand that a large share of U.S. assistance is already pro-
vided through incentive mechanisms, including the U.S.-Afghan New Development
Partnership (NDP). If confirmed, I intend to explore how the Department can con-
tinue use incentive mechanisms to promote reform with the Afghan government.

Section 3—Question 44. Do you believe it is in the United States’ interest to pur-
sue robust diplomatic and development efforts in Afghanistan?

Answer. Yes.

Section 3—Question 45. The Trump Administration suspended security aid to
Pakistan earlier this year in light of Pakistan’s continued role as a safe haven for
terror organizations such as the Taliban and the Hagqani Network. But, the Admin-
istration’s end-game here is unclear, risking a precipitous downturn in relations
with no strategy to manage fallout or ensure that a punitive approach is achieving
our national security objectives. Meanwhile, there have been increasing attacks on
religious minorities in Pakistan, particularly against Christians. If confirmed, what
specifically will you do to initiate change in behavior by the Pakistani government
in its support for terrorist groups?

Answer. The President’s South Asia strategy recognizes that the United States
cannot continue with business as usual in our relationship with Pakistan as long
as Pakistan does not address U.S. concerns about its policies, including its failure
to address terrorist sanctuaries and fundraising. If confirmed, I will work to ensure
the Administration uses the full range of tools at its disposal to encourage Pakistan
to take action against all violent militant and terrorist groups operating on its soil.
Discussions about which specific tools to use and when to use them are ongoing with
the Administration. If confirmed, I will also continue the Department’s robust en-
gagement with the Government of Pakistan, as well as civil society, to defend the
rights of religious minorities.

Section 3—Question 46. If the aid suspension does not motivate Pakistan to deny
safe haven to the Taliban and associated groups, please describe your next steps?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the Administration uses the full
range of tools at its disposal to encourage Pakistan to take action against all mili-
tant and terrorist groups operating on its soil. I understand discussions about which
specific tools to use and when to use them are ongoing within the Department and
the interagency, and I look forward to examining how the Department can best sup-
port the Administration’s strategy. The Administration has made clear both publicly
and directly to the highest levels of Pakistan’s government that the Taliban, the
Haqgani Network, and other militant and terrorist groups must not be allowed to
use Pakistani soil to plan or launch attacks against neighboring countries, or to
raise funds.

Section 3—Question 47. As Secretary of State, how will you work to promote
human rights and religious freedom for minorities in Pakistan, and Pakistani citi-
zens more broadly?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to improve the status of human rights and reli-
gious freedom in Pakistan by ensuring continued robust engagement on these topics
with the Pakistani government, as well as civil society groups. I will also support
programs that work with civil society and other stakeholders to protect minority
rights, reduce violence against members of religious minorities, combat violent ex-
tremism, and promote tolerance.

(Section 4—Questions 1-48)

Section 4—Question 1. After the collapse of a garment factory that killed more
than 1,100 people in 2013, the Bangladesh government made promises to amend its
labor laws and address low wages and unsafe working conditions that undergird the
ready-made garment industry and other key sectors, but progress on this front has
stalled. Meanwhile, there is a perception that the help the international community
is seeking from the Bangladesh government to manage the Rohingya refugee crisis
is draining attention away from challenging the Bangladeshi government to uphold
its own domestic human rights obligations—not just to workers, but to ensure ac-
countability for security force abuses and space for political opposition and dissent.
Will you continue to direct foreign assistance to support independent labor unions
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and encourage the government of Bangladesh to enforce labor rights and worker
safety protocols?

Answer. It is my understanding that the U.S. government provides programming
and advocacy for independent labor unions and encourages further improvements to
occupational safety and health. If confirmed, I commit to helping Bangladesh protect
workers’ rights and safety.

Section 4—Question 2. Will you work to hold the Rapid Action Battalion and other
security force units in Bangladesh accountable for human rights violations, includ-
ing in the context of counterterrorism operations?

Answer. If confirmed, I will stress to the government of Bangladesh that its re-
sponse and investigation of any crime, including during counterterrorism operations,
must respect international human rights standards. I understand that the Depart-
ment of State closely monitors reports of human rights violations and abuses, and
reflects these concerns in the annual Human Rights Report. If confirmed, I would
continue to use this annual report to press for improvements in human rights in
Bangladesh.

Section 4—Question 3. What steps will you take to defend democratic processes
and space for political opposition, civil society, and dissent in Bangladesh?

Answer. If confirmed, I would continue to call on the Government of Bangladesh
to fulfill its commitment to hold genuinely free and fair elections that reflect the
will of the citizens of Bangladesh. I would support U.S. government efforts to con-
tinue to use programming and advocacy to push for space for political competition
and civil society and the ability for citizens to exercise their freedoms of expression
and association in Bangladesh.

Section 4—Question 4. Will you commit to addressing the unfilled positions at
Embassy Dhaka, including several in the diplomatic security section, and consider
incentives—including danger pay, linked assignments, and EFM hiring—that can
help address these staffing challenges?

Answer. If confirmed, I will request recommendations to staff positions at our
challenging posts, including Embassy Dhaka.

Section 4—Question 5. Will you ensure that a permanent refugee coordinator posi-
tion is filled in Dhaka, given the staggering scope of the Rohingya refugee crisis?
What will be your approach more broadly to working with the Bangladeshi govern-
ment on the refugee crisis and other competing challenges or interests?

Answer. I understand the Department is maintaining a temporary deployment to
Dhaka of staff experienced in refugee responses while longer-term options are being
considered. If confirmed, I will work to ensure adequate coverage of this pressing
issue.

Section 4—Question 6. Three years after a magnitude 7.8 earthquake struck
Kathmandu killing approximately 9,000 people, injuring thousands more, and de-
stroying more than 600,000 structures in the area, the recovery process has been
halting and poses continued challenges to Nepal’s fragile democratic government.
What will you do to ensure the completion of the earthquake recovery process and
to support continued democratic institution-building in the country?

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to support U.S. efforts to help Nepal recover from
the devastating earthquakes. I understand U.S. assistance has accelerated recon-
struction, including distributing more than $827 million in housing grants for seis-
mic-resistant homes, training thousands in seismic resistant construction, and help-
ing homeowners build 13,800 soundly-constructed homes.

Section 4—Question 7. Prime Minister Narendra Modi came to power in 2014 on
a range of reform pledges concerning labor rights, women’s rights, and corruption,
but progress has been uneven. Impunity for violence against women and religious
vigilante violence continues, with some Hindu extremist groups feeling emboldened
under Modi’s government. Meanwhile, President Trump’s Free and Open Indo-Pa-
cific Strategy emphasizes India as an economic partner, but a host of barriers to
trade and economic cooperation between our two countries exist (including those
generated by President Trump himself). If confirmed, how will you work to address
human rights concerns and extremist violence in India?

Answer. India has a longstanding tradition of pluralism, rule of law, and protec-
tion of minority rights. If confirmed, I will encourage the government of India to
uphold its domestic and international human rights obligations and commitments,
in keeping with India’s democratic values, pluralistic society, and history of toler-
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ance. If confirmed, I will also ensure that our embassy and consulates in India fulfill
all responsibilities to monitor and report on human rights issues.

Section 4—Question 8. What will be your approach to promoting economic and
trade ties to India, and how specifically will you address barriers to this?

Answer. I understand that U.S.-India bilateral trade has more than doubled in
the past decade, from $45 billion in 2006 to $125.6 billion in 2017. If confirmed, I
will build on that momentum to promote fair and reciprocal trade and balance our
trade deficit with India, which I understand totaled nearly $30 billion last year. If
confirmed, I will work with the U.S. Trade Representative, the Commerce Depart-
ment, and others to level the economic playing field in India to allow for greater
trade and investment in support of U.S. jobs, including by supporting recent growth
in aviation, energy, and defense sales by U.S. companies.

Section 4—Question 9. What prospects do you see to engage India more construc-
tively in supporting economic development and stabilization in Afghanistan, per the
Administration’s South Asia strategy, and how will you manage the heightened ten-
sions this will generate between India and Pakistan?

Answer. The Administration considers India a vital partner in Afghanistan. Both
of our countries remain committed to continuing close consultations and cooperation
in support of a peaceful and prosperous Afghanistan, including through our tri-
lateral dialogue with Afghanistan, most recently held in February 2018. India’s fi-
nancial contributions, totaling more than $3 billion in economic and development as-
sistance since 2001, demonstrate its deep stake in ensuring Afghanistan’s stability.

The normalization of relations between Pakistan and India is vital to both coun-
tries, and the region. If confirmed, I will encourage India and Pakistan to engage
in bilateral dialogue aimed at reducing tensions.

Section 4—Question 10. Despite recent promising signs of openness in Uzbekistan,
the Central Asia region remains one of the world’s most closed and repressive, and
human rights issues have often taken a back seat in U.S. foreign policy as policy-
makers have pursued other security interests (though human rights are integral to
long-term stability of the region). Meanwhile, U.S. efforts to promote regional eco-
nomic integration among Central Asian states have had limited results, while Chi-
na’s One Belt, One Road Initiative poses a risk of increased Chinese influence in
the Central Asia region. What do you see as the United States’ interests in Central
Asia, and will you challenge longstanding authoritarianism and human rights
abuses in the region? What is your assessment of Chinese and Russian influence
in the region?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue the U.S. policy to support the Central Asian
states’ sovereignty, independence, and territorial integrity. I also will use our part-
nerships to continue to challenge longstanding authoritarianism and human rights
abuses in the region by raising these issues, including ongoing imprisonment of
human rights defenders and restrictions on the practice of religion, in meetings with
the region’s leaders and with civil society.

The Central Asian countries often turn to the United States to counterbalance the
close ties they must maintain with their large neighbors, particularly Russia and
China. The Administration believes it is in the best interest of Central Asian coun-
tries to have positive relations with all their neighbors. Russia retains strong links
to the region through Central Asian migrant laborers and its significant military
presence. China makes large investments in Central Asia, which some countries
welcome as a way to diversify their trade with Russia. However, the Central Asian
countries are wary of disproportionate Chinese influence.

Section 4—Question 11. How will you jumpstart efforts to promote regional eco-
nomic integration in Central Asia, including increased freedom of movement, asso-
ciation, and other fundamental rights that undergird people-to-people ties?

Answer. I understand that the five Central Asian nations have shown progress
in developing closer economic, political, and security ties since the United States ini-
tiated the regional C5+1 format (United States and the five Central Asian states)
in 2015. The C5+1 pillars focus on counterterrorism, economic connectivity, regional
energy, and water management challenges. If confirmed, I will lead the C5+1 min-
isterial and other State Department initiatives to help remove barriers to freedom
of movement and association, and increase energy trade and connectivity among the
five Central Asian states.

Section 4—Question 12. The Administration appears to be adrift when it comes
to formulation and implementation of strategic objectives in Africa. The President’s
unseemly comments about Africa, and the steep budget cuts send an alarming sig-
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nal about the disregard the Administration feels towards the continent. The optics
of firing former Secretary Tillerson right after he returned from the region could not
have been worse. What policies on the continent will you prioritize and what is your
plan for digging us out of the diplomatic hole that the President’s remarks and
Tillerson’s unceremonious firing right after his trip dug us into in the region?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to strengthen the Administration’s relationships
with critical partners throughout sub-Saharan Africa in order to advance mutual in-
terests. I am committed to implementing a strategy for sub-Saharan Africa, which
focuses on advancing our shared peace and security interests; spurring mutually
beneficial economic growth, trade, and investment; strengthening democratic insti-
tutions and human rights; and promoting sustainable, country-led development.

Section 4—Question 13. There are still significant vacancies in the senior ranks
of the Africa Bureau at State Department. We have no Assistant Secretary for Afri-
ca. Two regional envoys for Africa have been eliminated. There are no Ambassadors
to the Democratic Republic of Congo, Somalia or Central Africa Republic, each of
which face enormous challenges. It took ten months to appoint a Senior Director for
Africa at the White House. Will you commit to working with the White House to
nominate an Assistant Secretary of State for Africa bureau and to nominate Ambas-
sadors for key posts in Africa as quickly as possible?

Answer. I support full staffing of positions in the Africa Bureau. If confirmed, I
commit to working with the White House to identify qualified candidates for senior
positions in the Bureau as well as for ambassadorial appointments.

Section 4—Question 14. Will you commit to ensure that senior vacancies in the
Africa bureau at the Deputy Assistant Secretary and Office Director level are filled
as quickly as possible?

Answer. I support full staffing of positions in the Africa Bureau. If confirmed, I
commit to working to identify qualified candidates to fill vacant positions.Questions
for the Record Submitted to Secretary of State Nominee Michael Pompeo by Senator
Robert Menendez (Tranche 4 #15) Senate Committee on Foreign Relations April 12,
2018

Section 4—Question 15. What is your position on having a Special Envoy for
Sudan and South Sudan, and a Special Envoy for the Great Lakes considering the
lack of progress on the peace process in South Sudan, and the deteriorating political
and security situation in the Democratic Republic of Congo?

Answer. If confirmed, I will closely evaluate the need for these positions.

Section 4—Question 16. Will you commit to consulting with the Committee about
the reestablishment of these positions once confirmed?

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to consulting with the Committee about whether
these positions should be reestablished.

Section 4—Question 17. According to the Pew Research Center, 30% of inhabitants
of sub-Saharan Africa are Muslim, representing over 15% of the world’s Muslim
population. That proportion is expected to increase to nearly 30% by 2050. Fourteen
countries in the region have majority Muslim populations. Our partnerships with
these countries are critical if we are to continue to effectively counter ISIS and Al
Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb. Would you agree that our partnerships with coun-
tries in the region that have majority Muslim populations are critical?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I am committed to working with countries throughout
sub-Saharan Africa regardless of ethnic or religious makeup of its citizens or gov-
ernment. I believe that mutual respect and the protection of human rights are crit-
ical to fostering peaceful and prosperous societies throughout the world. I will stress
the importance of responding to the economic, humanitarian, and governance chal-
lenges that marginalize populations and make them more susceptible to recruitment
by terrorist organizations, such as ISIS and Al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb.

Section 4—Question 18. The Center for Security Policy listed you as a speaker at
its 2015 “Defeat Jihad Summit.” According to the Southern Poverty Law Center,
“For the past decade, CSP’s main focus has been on demonizing Islam and Muslims
under the guise of national security.” You secured a room in the Capitol for Amer-
ican Congress for Truth” (ACT), “Legislative Briefing,” in 2016. You also are said
to have spoken at its national conferences in 2013 and 2015. In fact, some reports
indicate that you were awarded ACT’s “highest honor,” the National Security Eagle
Award for 2016. According to the Southern Poverty Law Center “ACT members and
chapters routinely espouse racist views. ACT’s ‘March Against Shariah’ rallies on
June 10, 2017 attracted a host of extremists including neo-Nazi Billy Roper ACT
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for America has been an SPLC designated hate group since 2015.” You are moving
from chief intelligence officer to chief diplomat, where decorum and cordial relations
are key to effective outreach and engagement with foreign interlocutors. What do
you think will be the impact of your reported engagement with organizations that
have been called hate groups?

Answer. There will not be any impact. Foreign governments and my counterparts,
including from the Muslim world, have had complete confidence in my abilities to
work with them as the Director of the CIA and, I believe will continue to have that
confidence if I am confirmed as Secretary of State. As I said in answering a similar
question during the hearing, I have and will treat every person both inside and out-
side of the State Department of each and every faith with the dignity and respect
they deserve, and to work to protect their right to practice their religion or to prac-
tice no religion. As Director of the CIA I have worked closely with Muslim leaders
and with Muslim countries for the interest of their security and America’s national
security. My efforts during my tenure as Director of the CIA have saved countless
tShousands of Muslim lives. I pledge to have that same good record as Secretary of

tate.

Section 4—Question 19. How much confidence do you think foreign governments
and heads of state will have in working with you given your record of association
with rt);hese organizations that have been called hate groups that espouse racist
views?

Answer. I believe that foreign governments and heads of state—including from
Muslim majority countries—will be critical interlocutors on many issues central to
U.S. foreign policy. Throughout my career in the military, private sector, as a mem-
ber of Congress, and at the CIA, I have demonstrated a commitment to diversity
and the values of religious freedom and pluralism. If confirmed, I am committed to
articulating these essential American values in my work.

Section 4—Question 20. The Administration in the National Security Strategy
stated about its engagement with Africa: We will encourage reform, working with
promising nations to promote effective governance, improve the rule of law, and de-
velop institutions accountable and responsive to citizens We will continue to work
with partners to improve the ability of their security services to counter terrorism,
human trafficking, and the illegal trade in arms and natural resources. The amount
available for Democracy and Governance in 2017 for Africa is approximately $330
million. The Administration’s request for the past two fiscal years has been less
than half that amount. How do you propose to achieve any of these objectives with
such a drastic reduction in the democracy and governance budget?

Answer. I believe advancing democracy is critical for defending national security,
fostering economic opportunities for the American people, and asserting U.S. leader-
ship and influence. I understand the FY 2019 budget request upholds U.S. commit-
ments to key partners in Africa through strategic, selective investments that enable
America to retain its position as a global leader, while relying on other nations to
make greater contributions toward shared objectives, including advancing democ-
racy worldwide. If confirmed, I will continue support for these critical democracy
programs and utilize high-level diplomatic engagements to strategically advance
democratic norms, foster respect for human rights, fight corruption, and model
transparent behavior.

Section 4—Question 21. U.S. leadership has had an enormous impact on halting
the global AIDS pandemic. In fact, this year’s Report to Congress from the Office
of the Global AIDS Coordinator states that “For the first time in modern history
we have the opportunity to control a pandemic without a vaccine or cure.” It goes
on to say that “while the gains we have made are remarkable, they are also fragile
and can be quickly reversed if we slow down or grown complacent.” Despite that
clear warning, the Administration’s lack of commitment to PEPFAR—a program
that has enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress and through successive Administra-
tions—could not have been made more clear than when it requested a billion dollars
less for the program for two successive years. The Administration is further ham-
pering PEPFAR’s success with its hiring freeze. According to data from the OGAC
office, nearly 40% of its positions are currently unfilled. Will you commit to pushing
for increased funding for PEPFAR from 2017 levels so that we can achieve the goal
of eliminating the pandemic?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to continuing to support PEPFAR, a program
that has enjoyed strong bipartisan support in Congress and across three successive
Administrations, to accelerate progress toward controlling and ultimately ending the
HIV/AIDS pandemic.
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Section 4—Question 22. Will you commit to immediately addressing the staffing
shortage in the Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator?

Answer. If confirmed, I will examine and address staffing needs across the De-
partment, including in the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator and Health
Diplomacy.

Section 4—Question 23. The Nigerian Air Force mistakenly bombed an IDP camp
in Rann in January 2017, killing as many as 200 people. There has been no report
to the public about what went wrong. Separately, the Nigerian Army is accused of
massacring 300 people and burying them in a mass grave in Zaria in December of
2015. The Nigerian Federal government have not taken up recommendations made
by the Kaduna Judicial Commission of Inquiry into the Zaria massacre. In mid-
2015, Amnesty International released a report alleging that the deaths of 8000 civil-
ians are attributable to the Nigerian military in northeast Nigeria, and that specific
commanders had knowledge of torture, extra-judicial killings, and arbitrary deten-
tions in overcrowded facilities. To your knowledge, has there been a transparent,
comprehensive public accounting for the Rann bombing?

Answer. My understanding is that the Nigerian government and military imme-
diately assumed responsibility for the disturbing incident. The Nigerian Air Force
promptly established a six-person panel to investigate the incident and initiated a
number of corrective actions to prevent future mistakes, including closer coordina-
tion with humanitarian organizations in the region. If confirmed, I will look into
this matter more closely.

Section 4—Question 24. Has anyone been held accountable for the Rann bombing
or the Zaria massacre through a transparent legal process?

Answer. My understanding is that the Nigerian government has established an
independent, civilian Presidential Investigative Panel with a broad mandate to in-
vestigate allegations of human rights abuses by the military, including the events
at Zaria in Kaduna State. If confirmed, I will closely review developments on this
matter.

Section 4—Question 25. Did we condition the delivery of Super Tucanos to the
government of Nigeria on assurances that the government would share with us the
findings of the investigation into either incident?

Answer. I am not aware of any conditionality associated with the delivery of the
A-29 Super Tucano aircraft. I understand this sale includes training aimed at im-
proving the professionalism of Nigerian security forces, and to help improve their
targeting process in order to reduce civilian casualties, minimize collateral damage,
and comply with the laws of armed conflict (LOAC). My understanding is that the
sale is part of a broader strategy to work with Nigerian partners in developing a
capable and professional security force that respects human rights, complies with
LOAC principles, and can protect Nigeria’s people from terrorism.

Section 4—Question 26. Do you believe that the 2015 Amnesty International re-
port referenced above is credible? What is your assessment of the thoroughness and
credibility of the Nigerian investigation prompted by the report?

Answer. If confirmed, I will review closely the international reporting referenced
in your question, as well as the status of the Nigerian investigation.

Section 4—Question 27. What specific actions will you take as Secretary of State
to support accountability for the Rann bombing and the Zaria massacre?

Answer. If confirmed, I will underscore to the Nigerian government that human
rights abuses and impunity for such violations tarnish Nigeria’s international rep-
utation, undermine the trust of its citizens, impede counterterrorism efforts, and
hinder U.S. ability to partner with Nigeria.

Section 4—Question 28. In Northeast Nigeria, humanitarian organizations re-
sponding to the humanitarian crisis precipitated by Boko Haram report facing bu-
reaucratic obstacles imposed by the Government of Nigeria that impede their ability
to reach vulnerable populations. Staff need authorization from the government to
travel from Maidurguri, which at times restricts access to the most vulnerable com-
munities. They also lack safety assurances from the Government of Nigeria in areas
affected by active conflict. Aid organizations report that humanitarian goods—espe-
cially medical and nutrition supplies for NGOs—are often delayed or held at cus-
toms. If confirmed, how will you work with the Government of Nigeria to address
restriction of access, the lack of safety assurances, and bureaucratic impediments
to ensure that U.S. assistance is delivered effectively and efficiently to those in
greatest need?
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Answer. I share your commitment to ensuring that U.S. humanitarian assistance
is delivered effectively and efficiently to those in need. My understanding is that the
Nigerian military provides escort and protection to humanitarian workers while also
conducting offensive operations and protecting the civilian population from attack
in a large geographic area. If confirmed, I will continue to support U.S. assistance
to increase the capacity and professionalism of the Nigerian military.

Section 4—Question 29. Since 2014, the U.N. Peacekeeping Mission in Mali,
MINUSMA, has been the deadliest peacekeeping operation in the world, and secu-
rity conditions have grown significantly worse in recent months, affecting the Sahel
region more broadly. The U.N. Secretary General reported in December that “radical
extremist and violent armed groups are exerting control over increasingly large
areas.” Mali-based terrorist groups have carried out attacks in neighboring Niger—
including the deadly October 4, 2017 assault on members of U.S. Special Operations
Forces—and appear to have helped foment an escalating Islamist conflict in north-
ern Burkina Faso. Implementation of the 2015 Peace Agreement has stagnated.
Northern signatory groups have not begun the disarmament, demobilization, and re-
integration process. And the government’s willingness to fulfill its commitments to
political decentralization, greater inclusion of northerners in national-level political
institutions, or justice sector reform is questionable. Mali has the potential to desta-
bilize the Sahel. What steps as Secretary of State will you take to push Bamako
to implement the 2015 Peace Agreement?

Answer. My understanding is that progress on the 2015 Algiers Accord for Peace
and Reconciliation in Mali has been exceedingly slow, with both the government and
the armed groups blaming each other. If confirmed, I will urge all Malian parties
to fully implement the peace accord, especially through good governance, respect for
human rights, and provision of services to affected populations.

Section 4—Question 30. Will you commit to developing a strategy specifically for
improving peace and security in Mali as part of a broader Sahel-Maghreb strategy?

Answer. I understand that the security situation in central Mali is deteriorating
rapidly. Progress on the Algiers Accord for Peace and Reconciliation in Mali has
stalled, as government efforts are focused on the terrorist threat and presidential
elections in July. If confirmed, I will review our current strategies to determine the
best path toward peace and security in the region.

Section 4—Question 31. Violence has increased throughout the Central African
Republic. In the absence of an effective government, more than a dozen armed
groups and a multitude of local militias have usurped control of about 80 percent
of the former French colony according to some analysts. Civilians are caught in the
middle, and sometimes targeted, despite the presence of United Nations peace-
keepers. An estimated 543,826 people are refugees in neighboring countries; and an-
other 693,932 more are internally displaced. As Secretary of State, what role do you
think the U.S. should play, both diplomatically and financially, in supporting the
regional-led peace process?

Answer. I share concern for the insecurity in the Central African Republic (CAR).
If confirmed, I will support military and internal security forces that are competent,
professional, and respect the rights of CAR’s citizens. If confirmed, I will also work
with our partners to strengthen other critical aspects of good governance in the
countr%y, including the judicial sector, to ensure accountability and strengthen the
rule of law.

Section 4—Question 32. What do you see as the most effective ways that State
Department can support civil society groups working for democracy, human rights,
accountability, and peace in the Central African Republic?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to discussing with State Department experts
our current efforts to support civil society in the Central African Republic (CAR)
and how those efforts can be improved or strengthened.

Section 4—Question 33. In many fragile countries like the Central African Repub-
lic women and young people have played an outsized role in stabilizing the coun-
try—from village mediators to peace marches to political leadership. What do you
see as the most effective means of supporting women and youth leadership and par-
ticipation in peacemaking processes?

Answer. I agree that women and young people can be powerful agents for change
in pursuing peace. If confirmed, I will ask the Department to identify ways to
strengthen protections against trafficking, sexual violence and exploitation, and
child soldier recruitment.
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Section 4—Question 34. Niger is facing increasing security threats on three fronts:
along its borders with Mali and Burkina Faso and in the Lake Chad Basin region.
The U.S. military has over 800 soldiers deployed to Niger as part of our effort to
help that government fight terrorism in Niger and in the broader Sahel. It is also
ranked 187 out of 188 on the most recent Human Development index. What is the
diplomatic strategy for helping to ensure continued stability in Niger? How do our
military and development activities fit into our overall diplomatic strategy?

Answer. My understanding is that our diplomatic strategy to ensure continued
stability in Niger consists of helping the government identify and focus on the most
significant challenges, in coordination with other multinational partners. U.S. as-
sistance seeks to improve Niger’s ability to defend itself against threats from violent
extremist organizations both within and outside its borders; strengthening its de-
mocracy; promoting good governance; and improving health, food security, nutrition,
and agriculture in Niger. If confirmed, I will continue to support efforts to bring sta-
bility to Niger and the region.

Section 4—Question 35. Given the amount of money USAID is programming in
Niger, and the significant development challenges facing the country, why is there
no USAID Mission there?

Answer. My understanding is that, in Niger, USAID has a limited presence office
that serves as core advisors for U.S. government development activities in country.
In addition, USAID Senegal’s Sahel Regional Office, Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster
Assistance, and Food for Peace regional offices, as well as the USAID’s West Africa
Regional Mission in Accra, Ghana, share the management responsibility for develop-
ment and humanitarian programs in Niger.

Section 4—Question 36. Is the number of people working in the public affairs of-
fice at Embassy Niger being reduced? If so, how will that reduction help counter
the increasingly negative perception of U.S. military presence in the country? If con-
firmed, what specific steps will you take to address the increasingly negative percep-
tion of U.S. military presence in Niger?

Answer. My understanding is that the number of U.S. direct hire staff in the pub-
lic affairs office at Embassy Niger remains constant at two. If confirmed, I will take
steps to ensure that our public diplomacy efforts in Niger and other countries in the
region are properly resourced.

Section 4—Question 37. Last October the Administration lifted sanctions against
Sudan, citing, among other things, its cooperation on counterterrorism. It also sig-
naled that it would consider removing Sudan from its list of state sponsors of ter-
rorism, though it has not yet done so. Sudan has a consistently poor human rights
record, and President Omar al- Bashir is still wanted by the International Criminal
Court for genocide in Darfur. The latest State Department Human Rights Report
cited concerns about widespread disregard for rule of law, including the security
forces committing major abuses, such as extrajudicial and other unlawful killings;
obstruction of humanitarian assistance; restrictions on freedom of speech, press, as-
sembly, association, religion, and movement; and intimidation and closure of human
rights and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). And, since 1999, Sudan has
been designated as a “Country of Particular Concern” (CPC) under the International
Religious Freedom Act of 1998 for having engaged in or tolerated particularly severe
violations of religious freedom. As CIA director, what was your position on removing
sanctions on Sudan? What as been your position as CIA director on removing Sudan
from the State Sponsors of Terrorism List?

Answer. I supported removing sanctions on Sudan in conjunction with the inter-
agency view that the Government of Sudan had fulfilled the requirements of the
US-Sudan Five Track Engagement Plan (5TEP). Policy deliberations on the question
of removing Sudan from SSTL are ongoing, however, it is my view that the Govern-
ment of Sudan does not support terrorism.

Section 4—Question 38. If confirmed, what benchmarks will you insist that Sudan
meet before any consideration of removing Sudan from the list of State Sponsors of
Terrorism?

Answer. If confirmed, I will be clear with the Government of Sudan that any fur-
ther progress in our bilateral relationship will require sustained progress towards
key U.S. priorities. These include, among others, progress in expanding counterter-
rorism cooperation, ensuring compliance with all UN Security Council resolutions
on North Korea, improving humanitarian access, contributing to regional stability,
ending conflicts within Sudan, improving protections for human rights and religious
freedoms, and addressing outstanding judgments for victims of terrorism related to



150

Sudan. I will continue to discuss specific benchmarks for a potential “Phase II”
framework.

Section 4—Question 39. Will you commit to consulting further with Congress be-
fore those benchmarks are finalized should you be confirmed as Secretary of State?

Answer. Yes.

Section 4—Question 40. If Sudan were to be removed from the State Sponsors of
Terrorism List, could it be put back on the list if it backslides on the benchmarks
set forth by the Administration?

Answer. The conditions for designating a state as a State Sponsor of Terrorism
(SST) are established in relevant statutes. My understanding is that these statutes
allow for a state that had been previously designated—and later had its SST des-
ignation rescinded—to be designated again.

Section 4—Question 41. What actions will you take as Secretary of State to ensure
that Sudanese authorities understand that cooperation on counterterrorism does not
mean that the U.S. will turn a blind eye as the government willfully disregards de-
mocracy and human rights?

Answer. Under my direction, CIA officials, like officials from the Department of
State and other agencies, pressed the Government of Sudan to make progress on
a range of areas, including expanding humanitarian access, improving human rights
protections, and ending internal hostilities. If confirmed, I will ensure that the De-
partment is focused on achieving progress on a wide range of objectives beyond ex-
panding counterterrorism cooperation with the Government of Sudan.

Section 4—Question 42. An article published dated April 11 by the Integrated Re-
gional Information Networks (IRIN) alleges that the government of Sudan is re-
treating from commitments to simplify access for humanitarians—one of the ele-
ments of the Five Track Plan for U.S. engagement—and that benchmarks for as-
sessing progress on improved access are vague. Is the government backsliding on
commitments to provide humanitarian access?

Answer. My understanding is that the State Department assessment is that there
has been important progress in these areas in recent weeks. USAID’s humanitarian
partners continue to report improvements in humanitarian access to more parts of
Sudan and reductions in Sudanese government interference and obstruction in aid
operations. If confirmed, I will press for further progress towards timely and impar-
tial delivery of humanitarian assistance to the most vulnerable populations through-
out the country.

Section 4—Question 43. What specific benchmarks is the Administration using to
measure improved access?

Answer. My understanding is that the Administration continues to discuss specific
benchmarks for a potential “Phase II” framework for engagement with Sudan. This
framework will include a track related to expanding humanitarian access based on
specific benchmarks, including removing remaining constraints related to travel,
hiring practices, and independent assessments and oversight, and opening further
humanitarian corridors to South Sudan, among other issues.

Section 4—Question 44. What will you do as Secretary, if confirmed, to ensure
that Khartoum follows through with commitments to humanitarian access on a con-
tinuous basis?

Answer. If confirmed, I will be clear with the Government of Sudan that any fur-
ther progress in our bilateral relationship will require sustained progress towards
a range of benchmarks related to key U.S. priorities, including expanding humani-
tarian access.

Section 4—Question 45. The conflict in South Sudan continues despite regional
and international diplomatic efforts. Nearly four million people have been forced to
flee their homes; half of them children. Famine has been declared in parts of the
country. A bipartisan group of Senators has asked for the appointment of a Special
Envoy. The nomination of an Assistant Secretary of State for Africa would be a wel-
come step as well. If confirmed, what steps will you take as Secretary of State to
apply diplomatic pressure to all players to the conflict in South Sudan to resolve
the conflict?

Answer. The United States has made clear to the Government of South Sudan
and other parties to the conflict that the U.S. government—both unilaterally and
in coordination with international partners—will hold accountable those who threat-
en the peace, security, or stability of South Sudan. If confirmed, I will employ the
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full range of diplomatic tools to work toward a peaceful South Sudan governed by
an inclusive and legitimate government that takes care of its people.

Section 4—Question 46. What further diplomatic steps will you take, if confirmed,
should the next round of talks through the High Level Revitalization Forum fail to
result in a sustainable ceasefire?

Answer. The United States is working with Troika partners (Norway and the
United Kingdom), the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), the Af-
rican Union (AU), the EU, and the United Nations to press the Government of
South Sudan and other parties to the conflict to reach a negotiated political settle-
ment through the IGAD-led High-Level Revitalization Forum (HLRF). If the Forum
fails to achieve its objectives, the United States and others will have to re-assess
the most promising mechanisms to pursue a negotiated peace for South Sudan. If
confirmed, I will closely review developments on this issue.

Section 4—Question 47. What steps should we be taking on a bilateral basis to
pressure members of the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD) to
support an arms embargo and targeted sanctions? Please provide an answer on a
country by country basis for each IGAD member.

Answer. I understand that the regional organization of IGAD is leading efforts to
reach a negotiated political settlement through the High-Level Revitalization Forum
(HLRF). Should this process not yield tangible results, if confirmed, I will carefully
assess the prospects for enhancing pressure on individual IGAD states, Djibouti,
Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, and Uganda, with clear-
eyed appreciation of the array of complicated bilateral equities we hold with each.

Section 4—Question 48. Will you support the designation of a Special Envoy for
Sudan and South Sudan?

Answer. If confirmed, I will do my utmost to help the people of Sudan and South
Sudan achieve the security, stability, and development they deserve and will review
all diplomatic tools available to achieve this objective.

(Section 5—Questions 1-60)

Section 5—Question 1. Prime Minister Abiy Ahmed, who was sworn in on April
2 has stated his commitment to democracy and civil rights. It remains to be seen
whether under his leadership, the government will engage in actions that effectively
open political space and respect the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and guar-
antee freedom of the press and mass media in keeping with Articles 30 and 29 of
the Ethiopian constitution. What is the status of the bilateral U.S.—Ethiopia Work-
ing Group on Democracy, Governance and Human Rights? If confirmed, will you
commit to ensure high level participation in the working group by both the U.S. and
Ethiopia?

Answer. If confirmed, I will support the ongoing, successful dialogue represented
by the Democracy, Governance, and Human Rights Working Group, where both
sides speak frankly regarding the full range of governance and human rights issues.
I commit to continuing this effort, and I will seek to ensure our high-level participa-
tion in this important bilateral forum.

Section 5—Question 2. Will you commit to personally advocate for the Ethiopia
government to release from incarceration all dissidents, members of the political op-
position, activists, and journalists who have been jailed, including those arrested for
reporting about the protests, for exercising constitutional rights, if confirmed?

Answer. Ethiopia will be stronger as it allows more independent voices in govern-
ment, parliament, and civil society to legally express popular grievances and propose
policy solutions. If confirmed, I would urge all parties to continue to refrain from
violence and will advocate strongly for these voices, including those who may have
been detained for exercising their constitutional rights.

Section 5—Question 3. Will you commit, if confirmed to advocating that the gov-
ernment of Ethiopia conduct a full, credible, and transparent investigation into the
killings, detentions, and instances of excessive use of force that took place in re-
sponse to protests in the Oromia and Amhara regions starting in 2015, and hold
accountable security forces accused of such actions through public proceedings, and
to publicly release written findings from such investigation?

Answer. I understand that Ethiopia has committed to conducting full and trans-
parent investigations into the circumstances surrounding the deaths of civilians dur-
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ing periods of political protest from 2015 until today. If confirmed, I will ensure that
we continue to advocate that these investigations be conducted credibly and com-
pletely, and that they hold accountable those responsible for unlawful violence. I
will advocate for full public disclosure of the findings of these investigations.

Section 5—Question 4. Will you commit to advocating for the Ethiopian Govern-
ment to grant the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights and
United Nations Special Rapporteurs access to conduct a comprehensive and inde-
pendent examination of the state of human rights in Ethiopia, and work with Ethi-
opia to improve human rights conditions if confirmed?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that we continue to advocate for United Na-
tions human rights officials to participate in the examination of the state of human
rights in Ethiopia. I commit to working closely with the Government of Ethiopia to
improve human rights conditions through a strong, cooperative relationship.

Section 5—Question 5. On March 27, 2018, President Trump issued a Presidential
Memorandum to the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Homeland Security an-
nouncing the termination of Deferred Enforced Departure (DED) for Liberians effec-
tive March 31, 2019. The memo states that conditions in Liberia no longer warrant
a further extension of DED. Do you agree with the Administration’s decision to ter-
minate DED for Liberians?

Answer. I agree with President Trump’s determination that conditions in Liberia
no longer warrant a further extension of DED for Liberians but that foreign policy
interests of the United States warrant affording an orderly transition period of 12
months to Liberian DED beneficiaries.

Section 5—Question 6. It is my understanding, based on statements from Admin-
istration officials, that the White House had sought, and was awaiting, rec-
ommendations from the Department of State and the Department of Homeland Se-
curity regarding whether to extend DED for Liberia. If confirmed, will you provide
the State Department’s rationale for its recommendation to this committee?

Answer. As President Trump stated, he consulted with appropriate executive de-
partments and agencies, which included the Department of State and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, in advance of his determination regarding DED for Li-
beria. If confirmed, I will endeavor to be as open and transparent as possible with
the Committee in response to requests for information.

Section 5—Question 7. While the Presidential Memorandum noted that Liberia is
no longer engaged in armed conflict, and that the Ebola epidemic has been con-
tained, it contained little explanation for the conclusion that DED is no longer war-
ranted for Liberia. Indeed, Liberia has only just completed its first democratic trans-
fer of power in decades, and there are serious concerns about the nation’s ability
to maintain peace and deliver essential services to its population. If confirmed, will
you review the facts of Liberia’s DED designation and, if appropriate, recommend
that the Administration reverse its decision to end DED?

Answer. My understanding is that President Trump’s determination not to extend
DED for Liberians is a reflection of positive conditions on the ground in Liberia. If
confirmed, I will continue to monitor the conditions that warranted the President’s
determination and will advise President Trump appropriately.

Section 5—Question 8. The Gulf countries are important international actors in
the Horn of Africa. Analysts have expressed concern that the Gulf crisis may exacer-
bate regional tensions in the Horn. What diplomatic messages in your view should
our Ambassadors in Riyadh, Ankara, Abu Dhabi and Doha be delivering about the
actions these countries are taking that could potentially play a destabilizing role in
the Horn of Africa? The UAE, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey have increased their mili-
tary presence along the coast of the Horn of Africa—should the United States be
concerned about a potential “base race” in this turbulent region, particularly the im-
plications for fragile states like Somalia and Eritrea?

Answer. If confirmed, I will closely review these developments in the Horn of Afri-
ca given the strategic importance of this region.

Section 5—Question 9. What impact has the dispute between Qatar, Saudi Arabia,
and the UAE had on the border dispute between Djibouti and Eritrea? Has any
other country stepped in to fill the mediation role previously played by Qatar? Are
and tensions between Djibouti and Eritrea likely to flare in the near term? Do the
tensions between Djibouti and Eritrea pose any threat to our military presence in
Djibouti? Are tensions likely to flare? What role if any should the U.S. play in reduc-
ing such tensions?
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Answer. My understanding is that tensions between Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the
United Arab Emirates have significantly complicated the situation in the region. If
confirmed, I will urge all parties to disputes in the Gulf region to deescalate ten-
]iions and refrain from any actions that could lead to instability among their neigh-

ors.

Section 5—Question 10. How would you assess the roles played by the United
Arab Emirates and Turkey in Somalia—are they playing constructive roles in sup-
porting international efforts to stabilize the country?

Answer. My understanding is that the United Arab Emirates and Turkey are
among many partners that provide security and humanitarian assistance to Soma-
lia, and that both are also investing in transportation and other sectors of the So-
mali economy. If confirmed, I will closely review the situation given the significant
U.S. interests in this region.

Section 5—Question 11. News reports indicate that the United Arab Emirates en-
gages directly with Somalia’s nascent Federal Members states, bypassing and/or al-
legedly seeking to circumvent the Federal government at times. How is this direct
engagement affecting the formation of relations between the Federal and state gov-
ernments? In your view, does this have the potential to destabilize the Somali state?

Answer. My understanding is that the United Arab Emirates and other inter-
national partners engage with and invest in Somalia’s Federal Member States, and
in some cases these activities have exacerbated tensions between federal and re-
gional authorities in Somalia. If confirmed, I will closely review the situation given
the significant U.S. interests in this region.

Section 5—Question 12. Tensions between the Somali Federal Government and
the UAE appear very high right now—what messages should we be conveying to
Abu Dhabi about its actions in the country? How might Al Shabaab seek to exploit
the current situation? Is the recent disagreement over the legality of Somaliland’s
Berbera port deal with DP World linked to the Gulf Crisis?

Answer. If confirmed, I will emphasize to the UAE that its pressure on Mogadishu
over the Gulf crisis runs counter to our shared goals of promoting peace and sta-
bility in Somalia. This would include efforts to combat al-Shabaab and promote rec-
onciliation between Mogadishu and Somaliland. I understand that Mogadishu’s
challenge of the legality of the DP World’s Berbera port deal with Somaliland has
exacerbated tensions between Abu Dhabi and Mogadishu and reflects the political
sensitivities surrounding Somali sovereignty issues.

Section 5—Question 13. The State Department has a number of important re-
sources to project and support the economic dimension of U.S. international influ-
ence, beginning with the Economic Bureau itself, and including USAID’s capacities
to promote growth in developing countries. To date, it has been difficult to discern
a comprehensive strategy for supporting U.S. economic interests internationally.
Criticism of multilateral engagement and institutions do not add up to positive pro-
gram to meet the challenges of rising powers, new markets, and aggressive national
economic strategies. Can you articulate the administration’s vision for such a pro-
gram?

Answer. The National Security Strategy underscores that economic security is na-
tional security. Economic engagement is a key tool of foreign policy. If confirmed,
I will employ it fully in collaboration with international partners to promote Amer-
ican prosperity and security.

Section 5—Question 14. Will you commit to work with me and the Congress to
make such a program a core component of our international engagement?

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to work with Congress to advance American pros-
perity using the full spectrum of diplomatic tools.

Section 5—Question 15-19. The President’s budget request calls for a 31% ($425
million) cut for the Global Fund. U.S. investments in the Global Fund leverage
other donors to step up and match us 2 to 1. During the last replenishment in Sep-
tember 2016, 8 of the top 10 donors pledged significantly more to the Global Fund.
Since its founding in 2002, Global Fund-supported programs have saved more than
22 million lives, put 11 million people with HIV on anti-retroviral treatment, put
17.4 million on TB treatment, and gotten 795 million anti-malaria bednets to vul-
nerable children and adults. The Global Fund and U.S. bilateral global health pro-
grams—PEPFAR, the President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI) and USAID’s TB pro-
gram—are interconnected and rely on each other for success. Do you agree that the
United States has an obligation to lead on this issue? Should our contributions to
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the Fund depend on the magnitude of the health crisis, or on the commitments of
others?

Answer. The United States is the world’s leader not only in investment to end
these three diseases but also in technical support to leverage other donors and to
ensure that all funds are optimally spent for maximum impact. The United States
remains the largest donor in responding to the global HIV/AIDS crisis, and since
2004 has invested nearly $75 billion in this response. The United States also con-
tinues to invest in The Global Fund up to three times the rate of any other donor
country. If confirmed, I will ensure that the United States continues to lead on these
issues with the same urgency, action, and focus as we always have and that science
and best practices drive our funding decisions and strategies.

Section 5—Question 20. President Trump has moved aggressively in recent weeks
to address the U.S. trade gap with China. Clearly, the U.S. doesn’t just conduct
trade with China, our companies compete with the Chinese for markets across the
globe. However, U.S. companies find themselves at a severe disadvantage as the
Chinese government provides abundant export credit assistance while, for the past
two years, U.S. companies have suffered from the lack of a fully functioning U.S.
Export-Import Bank. This puts U.S. manufacturers at a tremendous disadvantage
when they try to compete with the Chinese and, for that matter, the Germans, the
French and other countries that provide financing assistance in foreign markets
where traditional financing is not available. While the Chinese government now of-
fers almost half a trillion dollars a year to purchase Chinese-made products, the Ex-
port-Import Bank limits its loans to a mere $10 million per transaction or a total
of only $3.4 billion a year. As a result, the Export-Import Bank reports that there
are over $40 billion in export opportunities for U.S. companies that are on hold. If
you use the Department of Commerce’s jobs multiplier, this figure represents over
210,000 U.S. jobs not being created or maintained. I understand you opposed the
re-authorization of the Ex-Im when you were a member of Congress. How do you
expect to help U.S. companies compete globally if you do not have the same tools
in your tool box that the Chinese and our other competitors have?

Answer. The President has nominated board members for consideration by the
Senate for the Export-Import Bank of the United States. My understanding is that
the Banking Committee has approved four of the five nominees, and they are pend-
ing confirmation by the full Senate. If confirmed, I look forward to working with
the President as he determines next steps with regard to the Export-Import Bank.

Section 5—Question 21. In your possible future role as Secretary of State how will
you advise the President on this matter?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to reviewing this matter closely and working
with the President as he determines next steps with regard to the Export-Import
Bank.

Section 5—Question 22. The Export-Import Bank has opponents in Congress but
it is not clear what the President’s policy is. There have been reports that President
Trump supports a fully functioning Export-Import Bank and just yesterday Sec-
retary Mnuchin said President Trump is “very interested in re-opening” the bank
but President Trump has not weighed in directly. Will you encourage President
Trump to work with Congress in resolving this impasse?

Answer. I share the view that Congress has an important role to play in matters
surrounding the Export-Import Bank.

Section 5—Question 23. If the President decides to re-impose the sanctions on
Iran that were suspended in order for the United States to uphold its JCPOA com-
mitments, what is your expectation of the time it will take to reconstitute the pre-
JCPOA sanctions?

Answer. The Administration’s objective is to fix the JCPOA, and significant diplo-
matic efforts are underway to achieve that objective. That will be my focus, if con-
firmed.

Section 5—Question 24. What do you expect will be the most significant impedi-
ment to re-imposing the international nuclear-related sanctions regime on Iran?

Answer. The Administration’s objective is to fix the JCPOA, and significant diplo-
matic efforts are underway to achieve that objective. That will be my focus, if con-
firmed.

Section 5—Question 25. How, specifically, do you propose to ensure that Iran is
prevented from developing a nuclear weapon if the JCPOA is no longer in effect?
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Answer. This Administration is committed to preventing Iran from developing or
obtaining a nuclear weapon. Regardless of the future of the JCPOA, Iran’s nuclear
activities must remain exclusively peaceful, and Iran must comply fully with its con-
tinuing Non-Proliferation Treaty and related IAEA safeguards obligations. The Ad-
ministration has demonstrated it will hold the Iranian regime fully accountable for
its actions.

Section 5—Question 26. Are you recommending to the President that the goal of
re-imposing the nuclear-related sanctions against Iran is regime change?

Answer. The Administration’s objective is to fix the JCPOA and ultimately pre-
vent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon capability. Significant diplomatic efforts
are underway to achieve that objective.

Section 5—Question 27. Iran has unjustly detained and continues to imprison
American citizens Siamak and Baquer Namazi, Princeton University student Xiyue
Wang, and has not fully cooperated in the case of Robert Levinson. Do you commit
to do everything in your power as Secretary of State to secure the release of these
unjustly detained Americans?

Answer. Yes.

Section 5—Question 28. Section 103 of the Countering America’s Adversaries
Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA) requires the Secretaries of State, Defense, Treas-
ury, and the Director of National Intelligence to submit to Congress a strategy for
deterring conventional and asymmetric Iranian activities and threats “not later
than 180 days after the date of the enactment of this Act.” CAATSA became public
law on August 2, 2017, over 253 days ago but the Administration has still not sub-
mitted this strategy. What is the status of this strategy and when will it be sub-
mitted to Congress?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department of State, in coordination
with other federal agencies and departments as directed, works diligently to adhere
to congressionally mandated reporting deadlines.

Section 5—Question 29. The Trump Administration has issued repeated state-
ments in support of human rights for the citizens of Iran. Yet the proposed budget
for the State Department cuts funding for the Near East Regional Development pro-
gram from $32 million in 2017 to $15 million, a reduction of more than 53%. Do
you support this cut?

Answer. If confirmed, I will closely review the Department’s budget on this and
other issues and make the case to defend the resources that the State Department
needs to achieve its diplomatic objectives, as needed.

Section 5—Question 30. Can you explain the thinking and analysis the led to the
proposed funding cuts to the NERD program?

Answer. I believe democracy programs are critical for defending national security,
fostering economic opportunities for the American people, and asserting U.S. leader-
ship and influence. If confirmed, I will closely review the Department’s budget on
this and other issues and make the case to defend the resources that the State De-
partment needs to achieve its diplomatic objectives, as needed.

Section 5—Question 31. What actions will the U.S. take to support Iranian human
rights and democracy, given these cuts?

Answer. Addressing Iran’s continued serious violations and abuses of human
rights is a priority for the Administration. If confirmed, I will speak out regularly
on these issues and use various tools such as the annual human rights and religious
freedom reports to highlight abuses in Iran. The Administration will also continue
to promote accountability for Iran through sanctions on those involved in human
rights abuses and, if confirmed, I will urge our partners and allies to join us in im-
posing sanctions. I will also work with like-minded partners multilaterally to bring
international pressure on Iran for its human rights violations and abuses.

Section 5—Question 32. In your thirteen-page Congressional testimony, Iraq is an
afterthought, mentioned twice among lists of countries. And yet Iraq remains on the
frontlines of the still-ongoing fight against ISIS; the political-security contest to pre-
vent Iranian domination from the Middle East; and the struggle to show that dif-
ferent sects and ethnicities can live peacefully together. There is reason to worry
the U.S., having invested militarily to retake territory, will fail to show up for the
difficult civilian work ahead. Is Iraq a high priority in U.S. plans to contest Iranian
influence in the region?

Answer. The U.S. commitment to partnership with Iraq remains strong. The Irag-
U.S. Strategic Framework Agreement (SFA) underpins the United States’ long-term
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relationship with Iraq and provides a broad basis for bilateral economic, diplomatic,
cultural, and security cooperation which can help counterbalance Iran. U.S. engage-
ment with Iraq, including strong support for upcoming national Iraqi elections, bol-
sters Iraq’s democratic character, strengthens Iraqi sovereignty, integrates Iraq into
the global economy, and helps Iraq resist malign Iranian influence. The Administra-
tion is under no illusions about the destabilizing nature of Iran’s activities in the
region and remains committed to helping the Iraqi government push back on Iran.

Section 5—Question 33. Do you believe there is a non-military role for the United
States in Iraq?

Answer. Yes. The United States has a significant non-military presence in Iraq,
and the Administration is working on enhancing a range of economic and political
cooperation with Iraq.

Section 5—Question 34. If confirmed, what specific steps will you recommend as
Secretary of State to diminish Iranian influence in Iran [sic]?

Answer. In my experience, Iraqi political leaders recognize that U.S. engagement
provides much of what Iran cannot: a supportive security relationship, global leader-
ship to marshal international aid, and a partner who reinforces Iraq’s sovereignty
under the rule of law rather than undercuts it. Together, the United States and the
Government of Iraq are reinvigorating the Iraq-U.S. Strategic Framework Agree-
ment (SFA), which provides a broad basis for bilateral economic, diplomatic, cul-
tural, and security cooperation. The United States has also successfully promoted
Iraq’s regional integration with its Arab neighbors. One example is the recent Iraq
Reconstruction Conference hosted by Kuwait, where Iraq’s neighbors, excluding
Iran, provided it with more than $30 billion in reconstruction financing.

Section 5—Question 35. The Kurdistan Regional Government in Iraq has been a
committed, responsive U.S. partner in the anti-ISIS fight. What more, specifically,
should the United States do to support the Iraqi Kurdistan Region and a reconcili-
ation process with the Baghdad government?

Answer. The U.S. government supports a united, federal, democratic, and pros-
perous Iraq of which a viable Iraqi Kurdistan Region (IKR) is an integral compo-
nent. Together, Iraqis are stronger, whether facing ISIS or threats to their sov-
ereignty, and the Unites States continues to work actively with the Kurdistan Re-
gional Government and the Iraqi government to deescalate tensions and foster dia-
logue. We are also encouraging the two sides to agree on sharing oil revenues to
help bolster the IKR economy. If confirmed, I would work to ensure that Iraq’s
democratic processes and institutions work to fulfill the aspirations of all Iraqis.

Section 5—Question 36. I understand that there is a review of the U.S. assistance
program for the West Bank and Gaza. Is the State Department leading this review?

Answer. The Administration regularly reviews our foreign assistance to ensure it
is achieving our policy objectives. If confirmed, I look forward to working with col-
leagues across the Administration to ensure our foreign assistance, including our as-
sistance to the West Bank and Gaza, is serving American interests and providing
value to the U.S. taxpayer.

Section 5—Question 37. If not the State Department, who is the lead within the
interagency for leading this review?

Answer. I understand that many interagency stakeholders, including but not lim-
ited to the State Department, have important contributions to make to the Adminis-
tration’s evaluation of foreign assistance to the West Bank and Gaza. I understand
that those discussions are taking place through the usual mechanisms for inter-
agency consultation.

Section 5—Question 38. What is your goal regarding the timeline for completing
this review, if confirmed?

Answer. I understand the Administration’s review of assistance to the West Bank
and Gaza is ongoing. I look forward, if confirmed, to offering further Department
of State input to that review.

Section 5—Question 39. What issues is the review working to address?

Answer. My understanding is that the review is addressing how U.S. assistance
to the Palestinians advances U.S. national security priorities.

Section 5—Question 40. In your view, is it in the security interest of the United
States to maintain an assistance program to the West Bank and Gaza?

Answer. The Administration is reviewing U.S. assistance to the West Bank and
Gaza to ensure American policy and taxpayer interests, including our national secu-
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rity interests, are being served in the best way possible. If confirmed, I look forward
to working with interagency partners to evaluate where our interests are being met,
and where we can make improvements.

Section 5—Question 41. Is it in Israel’s security interest for the United States to
provide assistance in the West Bank and Gaza?

Answer. Israel’s security is a strong national security priority for the United
States, and one we support across multiple lines of effort. The Administration is cur-
rently reviewing foreign assistance to the West Bank and Gaza to ensure that
American policy and taxpayer interests are being served appropriately. Israel’s secu-
rity, as well as regional security and stability, are core aspects of that discussion.

Section 5—Question 42. The Taylor Force Act would withhold assistance that “di-
rectly benefits the Palestinian Authority” (PA), unless the PA takes steps to end vio-
lence by Palestinians against Israeli or U.S. citizens and end payments to Palestin-
ians convicted of or killed while carrying out acts of terrorism against Israeli or U.S.
citizens. What type of U.S. assistance does the Administration consider to be “di-
rectly benefitting the PA” for the purposes of the Taylor Force Act?

Answer. The Trump Administration strongly supports the Taylor Force Act. If
confirmed, I look forward to working with you on how the Department will imple-
ment this law to achieve maximum effectiveness and send a message to the Pales-
tinian Authority that the United States does not support payments to terrorists.

Section 5—Question 43. What actions is the Administration taking to move the
PA away from the current system that incentivizes terror and towards a general
welfare system for all Palestinians?

Answer. The Administration opposes any program that incentivizes acts of vio-
lence and terrorism. The Palestinian Authority (PA)’'s payments to families of pris-
oners convicted of terrorist acts and to families of deceased Palestinians responsible
for such acts are no exception. I understand senior Administration officials have reg-
ularly engaged the PA leadership to demand that they stop payments related to per-
petrators of terrorist acts. If confirmed, I look forward to advancing the efforts of
Congress and the Administration to end any incentives or rewards for acts of ter-
rorism, including through enforcement of the provisions of the Taylor Force Act.

Section 5—Question 44. Last month, the Wall Street Journal reported that the
White House is holding $200 million in stabilization projects for Syria. Is this the
$200 million in stabilization funds pledged at the Kuwait Conference?

Answer. In line with President Trump’s request to review all foreign assistance,
the Administration continually evaluates appropriate assistance levels and how best
assistance might be utilized. It is my understanding this review includes the $200
million stabilization assistance that was announced at the Defeat-ISIS Coalition
Ministerial conference in Kuwait in February 2018.

Section 5—Question 45. Which projects are included in the $200 million (please
include dollar amounts for each project)?

Answer. I understand the $200 million stabilization funding in question that
then-Secretary Tillerson announced at the Defeat-ISIS Coalition Ministerial in Ku-
wait conference in February 2018 covers a range of ongoing State and USAID sta-
bilization programs in Syria.

Section 5—Question 46. Is humanitarian assistance to the Syrian people inside
Syria or in neighboring countries affected by this hold?

Answer. It is my understanding that the $200 million in question did not include
humanitarian assistance.

Section 5—Question 47. When will this review conclude?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to expedite this review to ensure this and all
our assistance is targeted, effective, and set at the appropriate level.

Section 5—Question 48. What are the issues being considered in this review?

Answer. The President has asked that we review all foreign assistance for Syria,
determine appropriate assistance needs, and then encourage our partners in the
Global Coalition to Defeat ISIS to share the burden of consolidating the Coalition’s
military gains and preventing the resurgence of ISIS. If confirmed, I will guide the
State Department’s review and ensure our stabilization assistance supports the
United States’ objectives in Syria.
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Section 5—Question 49. Do you believe that the United States should have a role
iSn prgviding reconstruction assistance to communities liberated from ISIS inside

yria?

Answer. My understanding is that the United States has supported immediate
stabilization and early recovery efforts in areas liberated from ISIS control, includ-
ing Explosive Remnants of War (ERW) removal, the restoration of essential services,
and building local capacity to support longer-term sustainability. The President has
made clear that, as we move forward, the Administration will press the inter-
national community and partners in the region to take a greater role in stabilizing
liberated areas of Syria.

Section 5—Question 50. Can military gains against ISIS be sustained without sta-
bilizing those liberated areas?

Answer. If confirmed, I will lead the diplomatic and assistance efforts necessary
to ensure that broader U.S. interests are protected in Syria once ISIS’s so-called “ca-
liphate” has been defeated. The United States is working with Coalition partners
to support immediate stabilization and early recovery efforts in areas liberated from
ISIS control, including Explosive Remnants of War (ERW) removal, the restoration
Of]c; iessential services, and building local capacity to support longer-term sustain-
ability.

Section 5—Question 51. 1 understand that funding is on hold, pending an inter-
agency review, for the International, Impartial, and Independent Mechanism (ITIM)
to Assist in the Investigation and Prosecution of Persons Responsible for the Most
Serious Crimes under International Law Committed in the Syrian Arab Republic
since March 2011. In remarks to the UN Security Council earlier this year, Ambas-
sador Nikki Haley said, “The United States strongly supports the IIIM as a valuable
tool to hold the Assad regime accountable for its atrocities, including its repeated
and ongoing use of chemical weapons.” In notifying these funds to Congress, the
State Department specifically stated that the U.S. contribution enables the U.S. to
leverage other countries to contribute on a voluntary basis, including the Nether-
lands, Germany, Finland, Switzerland, and Qatar. At a time when the IIIM is nec-
essary to advance accountability, especially after the regime used chemical weapons
against the Syrian people earlier this month, why is funding for the IIIM on hold?

Answer. The Administration maintains its strong support for holding the Assad
regime accountable for its atrocities, including through mechanisms like the ITIM.
In line with the President’s request to review all foreign assistance, the Administra-
tion continually evaluates appropriate assistance levels and how best assistance
might be utilized. If confirmed, I will review this and related initiatives closely to
determine the most appropriate path forward.

Section 5—Question 52. Particularly, what should the United States do to dimin-
ish Iranian influence in Syria?

Answer. The President has issued a comprehensive strategy to counter the wide
array of Iranian threats, including the regime’s destabilizing activities in the region
and its support to the Assad regime. If confirmed, I look forward to leading the
State Department in implementing the President’s strategy, which includes tar-
geting sanctions on Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps-Quds Force and its
Ministry of Intelligence and Security for their support to the Assad regime. I would
also look forward to continuing State Department efforts to achieve a diplomatic
outcome in Syria that brings stability, a decrease in violence, and ultimately a situa-
tion where the Syrian people can govern themselves in a post-Assad Syria.

Section 5—Question 53. If no, what are the United States’ priorities in Syria?

Answer. The Administration’s priority in Syria is the enduring defeat of ISIS. In
order to defeat ISIS, President Trump has implemented an accelerated strategy for
the enduring defeat of ISIS and its focus on de-escalating the violence in Syria cre-
ates the space for political resolution. With de-escalation, some of the worst effects
of this conflict, civilian casualties, displacement, and the growth of terrorist groups
and Iranian influence, are mitigated. It will be critical to continue to work with re-
gional partners to address these issues. The Administration supports a unified, sta-
ble Syria to which all refugees and those displaced by the conflict can safely and
voluntarily return and in which the rights of all Syrians are protected.

Section 5—Question 54. Do you believe that the presence of U.S. forces on the
ground in Syria is required to counter Iranian influence and activities inside Syria?
Answer. The President has issued a comprehensive strategy to counter the wide
array of Iranian threats, including the regime’s destabilizing activities in the region
and its support to the Assad regime. If confirmed, I look forward to leading the
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State Department in implementing the President’s strategy, which includes tar-
geting sanctions on Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps-Quds Force and its
Ministry of Intelligence and Security for their support to the Assad regime.

Section 5—Question 55. Do you believe that the Administration has the legal au-
thority to maintain ground forces in Syria for the purposes of countering Iranian
influence and activities?

Answer. The U.S. military presence in Syria is to defeat ISIS. My understanding
is that the 2001 Authorization for the Use of Military Force provides sufficient legal
authority to prosecute the campaign against al-Qa’ida and associated forces, includ-
ing the ISIS.

Section 5—Question 56. The de-escalation zones in Syria, negotiated by Jordan,
Russia and the United States, depend on Russian assurances. If Russia is unwilling
or unable to provide assurances that the Syrian regime or its associated forces, such
as Hezbollah or other Iranian-backed proxy forces, will cease violence in these areas,
what is the next option for U.S. policy in Syria?

Answer. As part of the arrangement in southwest Syria, Russia has committed
to remove all foreign fighters from the area, including Hizballah or other Iranian-
backed proxy forces, and to help to deescalate should the regime violate the
ceasefire. The Administration does not believe there is a military solution to the
conflict in Syria, and is committed to the UN-led Geneva process to support a polit-
ical solution. UN Security Council Resolution 2254 was reaffirmed by both President
Trump and Russian President Putin on November 11 in Vietnam.

Section 5—Question 57. Do you believe that the United States should lead inter-
national diplomacy to resolve the Syrian civil war?

Answer. The Administration believes that the Syrian conflict can only be solved
by reaching a political solution, and as a result, the United States is a leader in
that effort. The Administration is firmly committed to the UN-led political process
in Geneva as laid out in UN Security Council Resolution 2254. It demands that all
parties to the co