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ASSESSING THE VALUE OF
THE NATO ALLIANCE

Wednesday, September 5, 2018

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m. in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Corker, chair-
man of the committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Corker, Risch, Rubio, Johnson, Gardner,
Young, Barrasso, Menendez, Cardin, Shaheen, Coons, Udall, Mur-
phy, Kaine, Markey, and Merkley.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee will
come to order.

And I want to thank our witnesses for being here with us. It is
a very important hearing. I know there is a lot of noise this morn-
ing going on in Judiciary, but this is a very important topic. We
thank you for rescheduling. I know we had hoped to do it before
and the Senate schedule changed. But we are glad to have three
such distinguished witnesses.

As our members know, this is the third in a series of hearings
on Russia, with today’s hearing assessing the value of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization.

In a strong bipartisan manner, this committee has expressed
support for our NATO allies and reaffirmed the U.S. commitment
to the transatlantic partnership.

I know most members of this body believe, like I do, that a
strong NATO is essential, especially given the level of aggression
from Russia not seen since the Cold War.

Unfortunately and the reason we are here today is that in recent
months the value of this critical alliance has been repeatedly ques-
tioned. The recent NATO summit was, in my view, a low point in
that regard.

While I strongly support the notion that all NATO countries, es-
pecially Germany, need to meet the 2 percent requirement for
spending on defense, at the same time, a weakening of the alliance
is not in U.S. national interests.

And by questioning the very premise of NATO, harshly rebuking
individual member states, purposely using false information in an
effort to turn public opinion against the alliance, and casting doubt
on our commitment to Article 5, in effect inviting our rivals to test
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it, NATO is undoubtedly weakened. And, of course, this in turn
plays right in the hands of Vladimir Putin.

Today I hope we can set the record straight and provide the
American people with a true understanding of this important alli-
ance. We will go into these issues in greater detail as we hear from
our witnesses, but I would like to frame our conversation starting
with a few facts.

Since 1949, NATO has been a vital block of American security.
It has linked the U.S. with Europe and Canada through mutual de-
fense, shared interests, and basic values.

Our partners stood ready during the height of the Cold War and
stood with the United States following the September 11 attacks on
our nation, the only time in the 69-year existence of the alliance
that Article 5 has been invoked.

Let me repeat. Article 5 has been invoked once in 69 years, and
it was in response to an attack on the U.S. homeland.

Now, in regards to funding, here is the reality.

We spend less than 1 percent of our overall defense budget on
NATO itself. And even if we were to add up all of the costs associ-
ated with the European security, our forward presence, missile de-
fense, and security assistance, it totals just 5 percent of our defense
spending.

But it is true that not all of our NATO allies are meeting their
commitments, which is why I support the administration urging
our NATO partners to commit more resources to defense.

So the bottom line is, yes, some of our allies need to step up. But
at the end of the day, NATO is a very good investment for U.S. na-
tional security.

I think Secretary Mattis understands that. I think Secretary
Pompeo understands that. And I think many others within the ad-
ministration understand the same.

I think it is important that we give the American people a clear-
eyed assessment of NATO, its value, and its relationship to our
country. I am hopeful that today’s hearing will provide just that.

I want to thank the witnesses again for being here. I look for-
ward to your testimony.

And now I will turn to my friend, our ranking member, Bob
Menendez.

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

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, thank you
for convening this hearing on assessing the value of the NATO alli-
ance.

I appreciate all our witnesses as well coming back—well, making
the arrangements to be here. So we appreciate that very much.

As we will continue to seek information about the debacle in Hel-
sinki, I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, your willingness to lead a series
of hearings on the U.S. policy with respect to the Russian Federa-
tion.

NATO has secured peace in Europe since 1949 and has been crit-
ical to U.S. efforts in places outside of NATO like Afghanistan, Bos-
nia, and Kosovo. It is an alliance based not only on security com-
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mitments but shared values among its members of democracy,
human rights, and the rule of law.

In a world where various forces are eroding democracy and the
rules-based international order, it is a core interest of the United
States to bolster and strengthen alliances like NATO, a guarantor
and the cornerstone of peace for Americans in the transatlantic re-
gion for 70 years.

Unfortunately, President Trump clearly takes a different view.
He has questioned the value of the alliance to the United States
and said that NATO, quote, “was helping Europe more than it was
helping us.” He has repeatedly dismissed and undermined the mer-
its of the Article 5 mutual defense clause, intimating that the,
quote, “aggressive country of Montenegro with its 600,000 people
could lead the United States into World War III.” And some of his
comments regarding NATO have been patently false. If we accom-
plish nothing else this morning, I hope this committee can dispel
the President’s harmful disinformation.

The President has claimed that NATO Secretary-General
Stollenberg has given him total credit for the rise in NATO mem-
bers’ defense spending because the President, quote, said it was
“unfair.” The truth is that defense spending by NATO allies has
been on the rise since Russia’s invasion of Crimea in 2014 in reac-
tion to a security threat from Putin, not insults and bullying from
Trump.

The truth is that NATO allies continue to work hand in glove
with United States partners in Afghanistan and other places
around the world, risking and even losing their lives, a sacrifice
that the President seems unable to comprehend if it is not ex-
pressed in dollars and cents.

The truth is that NATO allies have committed to spending 2 per-
cent of their GDP on defense, and this defense spending comes out
of the budgets of individual countries for their own militaries. The
2 percent commitment by NATO allies is not membership dues nor
are they paid into some sort of centralized piggybank in Wash-
ington or Brussels.

The communique and some of the decisions coming out of the
NATO summit were positive and constructive, but those measures
only go so far.

Secretary Pompeo made clear last month that the President’s
statements are the policy of our government, and I agree. So when
President Trump says things that clearly contradict his own ad-
ministration’s actions, it undermines their work. And worse, it
sends mixed signals to our friends and foes alike who are likely to
hedge their behavior in response to protect their interests. This in-
coherence calls into question what we as a country stand for.

That is why Senator Graham and I included language in our De-
fending American Security from Kremlin Aggression Act, which
would subject U.S. withdrawal from NATO to a congressional vote.
I want to thank Senator Kaine for his leadership on a similar legis-
lative effort. We must make clear to the administration and to our
allies that the U.S. commitment to the alliance is rock solid.

Mr. Chairman, to understand the value of the transatlantic
bonds bolstered by NATO, you need to only know a simple number
and that is the one that you referred to. And that number is one,
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the number of times that NATO’s Article 5 provision on collective
defense has been invoked by the United States. After we were at-
tacked on September 11th, our NATO allies swiftly came to our aid
after that terrible day and have been alongside us ever since.

One person has been clear-eyed about NATQO’s value because his
top priority is to undermine it, Vladimir Putin. His regime has
grown increasingly hostile towards not just NATO but also the
principles of democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law on
which it is based. Indeed, his regime has staked its reputation on
antagonizing NATO members and all that the alliance represents.

This committee has taken bipartisan steps recently to send a dif-
ferent responsible message to our allies. We stand for the rule of
law and an international order based on liberal democratic values.
We stand for security alliances among democracies based on mu-
tual defense against our enemies. We stand against dictators that
invade their neighbors with soldiers and cyber-attacks, and we
stand with our allies and friends through thick and thin.

I look forward to hearing from our distinguished witnesses today
about their thoughts on what more this body can do to concretely
embody those values.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Our first witness today is the Honorable Richard Haass, Presi-
dent of the Council on Foreign Relations. He has been here many
times before us.

Our second witness is the Honorable Nicholas Burns, who has
also been before us many times, former U.S. Permanent Represent-
ative to NATO and Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs.

Our third witness is Mr. Stanley Sloan, a non-resident senior fel-
low at the Scowcroft Center for Strategy and Security at the Atlan-
tic Council.

We thank all three of you for being here. I know that each of you
knows if you have any written materials, we would be glad to enter
them into the record. If you would not mind summarizing in about
5 minutes, we would appreciate it. We are thrilled that you are
here. And with that, if you would begin, Mr. Haass, we would ap-
preciate it.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD N. HAASS, PRESIDENT,
COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, WASHINGTON, DC

Ambassador Haass. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you for this opportunity to testify. It is good to be back before this
committee where I am shocked to say I began my government serv-
ice 44 years ago now.

I am also really pleased to be with these two individuals. At least
two out of three of your choices were first-rate.

Let me just make clear that my views today are mine alone rath-
er than the Council on Foreign Relations, which does not take in-
stitutional positions.

Let me say one other thing in the way of introduction. I would
be remiss if I did not note the passing of one of the great men of
this or any institution, John McCain. And John was a great advo-
cate of the Atlantic Alliance and also of a realistic policy toward
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Russia, and I am sure he would have welcomed the hearings that
you, Mr. Chairman, and your colleagues are holding.

We meet today in what I would describe as the third era of
NATO. The first paralleled the Cold War, and it was dominated by
the effort to deter and to prepare to defend against the threat
posed by the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. The second era
followed the Cold War, and it was defined by enlargement, the con-
solidation of democracy in former Warsaw Pact countries, and in
going out of area. That second era, though, drew to a close and the
third began with Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea and its
intervention in eastern Ukraine, which gets us to our topic for
today.

And through each of these eras, including now, NATO, as both
you and the ranking member said, have proven itself to have value
and substantial value at that. The Cold War stayed cold until it
ended on terms even optimists had trouble envisioning. There has
been no armed Russian aggression against any NATO member.
And as again you both pointed out, NATO allies rallied to our side
following 9/11.

Now, I fully expect that European defense spending levels and
military preparedness will figure prominently today, but it is es-
sential that a concern over burden sharing not blind us to the re-
ality of benefit sharing. The United States stays in and supports
NATO not as a favor to Europe, but as a favor to itself. NATO
membership is an act of strategic self-interest, not philanthropy.

The United States can afford what NATO costs. Total U.S. de-
fense spending is less than half the Cold War average as measured
by a percentage of our GDP. What the United States spends on
NATO and European defense is but a fraction of that. We can have
the guns we need without sacrificing the butter we want. What this
country does with NATO and in the world more generally cannot
be blamed for our domestic shortcomings. What is more, American
society could not insulate itself from the adverse effects of a world
characterized by increasing disarray, which would be certain to re-
sult if NATO ceased to be.

Central to NATO’s continuing relevance is that Russia poses an
all-too-real threat to what we used to call the West. Russia needs
to know that the United States and its NATO partners have both
the will and the ability to respond locally to anything it might do.
Deterrence is obviously preferable to defense, but deterrence is
never far removed from the perception that this alliance is willing
and able to defend its interests. It is entirely conceivable that Mos-
cow could seek to test the readiness of NATO members to stand by
the Article 5 clause. The United States also needs to be prepared
for the sort of gray zone aggression Russia has employed in eastern
Ukraine with its dispatch of irregular forces and the arming of
locals. What is required to meet this threat is training along with
arms and intelligence support so that NATO members near Russia
can cope with what I would describe as Article 4 and a half contin-
gencies.

The United States never wants to put itself in a position where
the only response to a challenge is to escalate, whether by expand-
ing a crisis in terms of geography or in the type of weaponry used.
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Yes, NATO members and Germany in particular should spend at
least 2 percent of their GDP on defense. But as I am sure both of
my colleagues will point out, European defense spending levels are
in fact rising. European members of NATO, along with Canada,
spend some $300 billion a year on defense.

But more important I would say and for you to think about than
how much is spent is how it is spent. There is far too much dupli-
cation and not nearly enough specialization within and across
NATO. And European countries must possess a range of capabili-
ties along with the ability to get them there and sustain them once
they are there.

The U.S. cannot introduce uncertainty as to its commitment to
NATO. Alliances are about collective defense, that an attack on one
is an attack on all, and any doubt as to U.S. reliability risks en-
couraging aggression and increases the inclination of countries to
accommodate themselves to stronger neighbors. A failure to re-
spond to clear aggression against any NATO member would effec-
tively spell the end of the alliance.

Let me just make a few final points.

The first is that I believe NATO membership for either Ukraine
or Georgia should be placed on hold. Neither comes close to meet-
ing NATO requirements. Going ahead further risks dividing the al-
liance at this time and adding military commitments the United
States and NATO are not in a position to fulfill.

Second, the time has come to face the reality and rethink our ap-
proach to Turkey. We are witnessing the gradual but steady de-
mise of this relationship. Turkey may be an ally in the formal
sense, but it is no partner. Nor is it a democracy. The Trump ad-
ministration is right to have confronted Turkey over the detention
of an American pastor, but its focus is too narrow and with tariffs
it chose the wrong response.

We also need to rethink Afghanistan. We need to rethink our pol-
icy ambitions and limit our policy ambitions to building govern-
ment capacity and limiting the ability of terrorists to base them-
selves there. Extending government control over the whole of the
country or creating conditions for peace are likely to be beyond
reach.

Let me make two final points, and then I will stop.

It is important to recognize that NATO cannot survive in a policy
vacuum. It is part of a larger U.S.-Europe strategic relationship.
There is no economic or strategic justification for a trade war. The
overuse of sanctions and the overuse of tariffs set back U.S. eco-
nomic and strategic interests alike. There are other better options
for advancing our economic and trade interests across the Atlantic.

The EU, the European Union, is a friend; not a foe. It is the best
partner available to the United States for tackling the full range
of global challenges that define this era. It also remains an essen-
tial partner for containing Iran.

And a final point. I began with a historical point. I want to end
with one. No one should assume European stability is permanent.
To the contrary, history shows that the last 70 years are more ex-
ception than rule. It should be the objective of the United States
to extend this exception, given the many benefits and the costs of
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European instability. And a strong NATO in the context of a robust
European relationship is the best way to do just that.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Haass follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD N. HAASS

Mr. Chairman: Thank you for this opportunity to appear before the Committee
on Foreign Relations on the subject of the value of the NATO alliance. I want to
make clear that my views are mine alone and that I am not speaking for the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations, which takes no institutional positions on matters of policy.

I admit to being somewhat surprised that this is the subject of a hearing just now.
Although the question of NATO’s value was understandably raised at various times
over recent decades, I would have thought the Russian interventions in Ukraine and
Georgia, its interference in the elections and referenda of various NATO members,
and NATO’s role in the Balkans, Afghanistan, Iraq, and its other “out of area” con-
tributions would have settled the question. But the one thing we should have
learned from recent months and years is to be careful of assumptions and of taking
anything for granted. That is one reason why this hearing is well-timed, as Con-
gress has the ability to be a much-needed classroom for the country.

Let me take a step back before I address today’s topic directly. We are in what
can best be understood as the third era of NATO. The first, which began with
NATO’s inception and ran for four decades until the end of the Cold War, was domi-
nated by the effort to deter and to prepare to defend against the threat that the
Warsaw Pact posed to the Atlantic democracies. NATO was also a vehicle for pro-
moting stability and trust among the countries of Western Europe and North Amer-
ica, seeking to eliminate the dangerous impulses that had twice before in the pre-
vious half-century triggered war at great cost to themselves and the world. In all
this and more NATO succeeded. The Cold War stayed cold until it ended on terms
even optimists had difficulty envisioning.

Success, however, created its own questions, including whether NATO was still
needed and, if so, in what form and with what functions. The answer was that
NATO still had a role to play, one defined by enlargement and the consolidation of
democracy in former Warsaw Pact countries and, additionally, in going out of area
to meet shared security challenges beyond the formal treaty area. Actions were un-
dertaken in the former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, and Libya, albeit with decidedly
mixed results.

Another function for NATO in this, its second era, was to stay in business so as
to provide a hedge against the unavoidable uncertainty as to what sort of an inter-
national actor Russia would turn out to be. Enlargement was successful in that
NATO membership increased from 16 to 29 countries and we have seen no armed
Russian aggression against any NATO member. Whether NATO enlargement con-
tributed to Russian alienation and the emergence of a Russian threat to Europe
makes for an interesting historical inquiry, but it is just that. We are where we are.

What is most relevant for our purpose here today 1s that NATO is now in its third
era, one that began in earnest with Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea and its
intervention in eastern Ukraine in 2014. What was a possible Russian threat had
become an actual one. At the same time, out of area challenges have not gone away.
Democracy has proven difficult to promote in new members and appears to be strug-
gling in some older ones. All of which leads us to the questions of the day: Does
NA?T({)) still have value? If so, how much? And what can be done to increase that
value?

The answer to the first question is that yes, NATO continues to have value, and
substantial value at that. I expect that European defense spending levels and mili-
tary preparedness will figure prominently in today’s conversation, but it is essential
that a legitimate concern over burden-sharing not blind us to the no less important
reality of benefit-sharing. The United States stays in and supports NATO as a favor
not to Europeans but to itself. NATO membership is an act of strategic self-interest,
not philanthropy.

NATO members rallied to our side in the aftermath of September 11. The United
States has gained in important ways from a Europe that has been largely peaceful,
stable, prosperous, and democratic. NATO members have proven to be dependable,
capable partners out of area; the troops of NATO members have fought and died
alongside American troops in Afghanistan. Out-of-area missions in and around Eu-
rope, the Middle East, and North Africa will be required for the foreseeable future
given the resilience of terrorists and the need to enhance the capabilities of local
states fighting them. Here I would concur with what was agreed on by all NATO
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members a little over a month ago, that “the Alliance remains an essential source
of stability in an increasingly unpredictable world.”

One piece of good news is that the United States can afford what NATO costs.
Total U.S. defense spending, which helps us to meet our global responsibilities and
protect U.S. interests worldwide, is less than half the Cold War average as meas-
ured by percentage of GDP. What the United States spends on NATO and European
defense is but a fraction of that. We can have the guns we need without sacrificing
the butter we want. NATO and what this country does in the world more generally
cannot be blamed for the sorry state of much of our infrastructure, the poor quality
of many of our public schools, or our ballooning public debt. What is more, American
society could not insulate itself from the adverse effects of a world characterized by
greater disarray, something certain to result if NATO ceased to exist.

Central to NATO’s continuing relevance is that Russia poses an all-too-real threat
to what we used to call the West. It has modernized its conventional and unconven-
tional military capabilities and demonstrated both an ability and a willingness to
use them effectively. In Georgia, Crimea and eastern Ukraine, and Syria, Russia
has resorted to both conventional and hybrid warfare to pursue its interests. Russia
has also demonstrated the ability and will to employ cyber-related tools to influence
and disrupt its neighbors, other European countries, and, as we know, democracy
in this country.

Russia needs to know that the United States and its NATO partners have both
the will and the ability to respond locally to anything it might do. Deterrence is ob-
viously preferable to defense. But deterrence is never far removed from the percep-
tion that the Alliance is willing and able to defend its interests. This argues for the
stationing of military forces in and around areas that Russia might claim or move
against, something that translates into maintaining sizable U.S. ground and air
forces in Europe. In light of the current political discord within and among Western
democracies, it is entirely conceivable that Moscow could seek to test the readiness
of NATO members to stand by the Article 5 common defense clause. The United
States needs to be prepared as well for the sort of “gray zone” aggression Russia
has employed in eastern Ukraine, with its dispatching of irregular forces and arm-
ing of locals. Such tactics may not trigger NATO’s Article 5, but they threaten sta-
bility all the same; what is required is training along with arms and intelligence
support so that those NATO members near Russia can cope with such “Article 4
15" challenges should they materialize.

Capabilities can be further enhanced through the regular dispatch of visiting
forces and frequent military exercises. Such activity also underscores commitment
and concern, thereby reassuring friends and allies and signaling actual or would-
be foes. It is important that all this be done locally in areas of potential threat and
with conventional military forces, as the United States never wants to put itself in
a position where the only response to a challenge is to escalate, whether by expand-
ing a crisis in terms of geography or in the type of weaponry, or to acquiesce to the
results of successful aggression.

All that said, there are other steps to be taken to increase the value of the Alli-
ance. Yes, NATO members, and especially Germany, should spend more on defense,
and we should continue to hold NATO members to the commitment they made at
the Wales Summit to spend at least 2 percent of GDP on defense. But it is impor-
tant to take note that European defense spending levels are rising and that Euro-
pean members of NATO along with Canada spend some $300 billion a year on de-
fense, in the process covering the bulk of the costs of the Alliance. The United
States covers only about 20 percent of NATO’s common budget and, although U.S.
defense spending as a share of GDP is well above the NATO average, a relatively
small portion of U.S. expenditure goes to European defense.

Even as we press our allies to spend more on defense, we should appreciate that
more important than how much is spent is how defense dollars and euros are spent.
There is far too much duplication and not nearly enough specialization within and
across NATO. If NATO is to be a pool of resources that can meet challenges within
and outside the treaty area, European countries must possess a range of capabilities
along with the ability to get them there and sustain them once there. The European
Union’s ongoing efforts to reform its defense and procurement policy hold promise
on this front.

As it seeks to increase and rationalize allied contributions to common defense, the
United States cannot introduce uncertainty as to its commitment to NATO. Alli-
ances are about collective defense, that an attack on any member, even the smallest
and weakest, is an attack on all. Any doubt as to U.S. reliability will only encourage
aggression and increase the inclination of countries to accommodate themselves to
a stronger neighbor. A failure to respond to clear aggression against any NATO
member would effectively spell the end of NATO. None of this is inconsistent with
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the reality that much of what NATO now does lies outside Article 5 and that we
have to expect such undertakings will rarely if ever involve all members of the Alli-
ance.

That Russia has emerged as a threat is not to argue for a one-dimensional policy
toward that country. To be sure, we should push back where necessary, and not only
with sanctions, when Russia violates a norm we hold to be central or puts at risk
U.S. interests. But we should also be open to diplomacy and cooperation where pos-
siblehand explore the potential of reviving the arms control dimension of the rela-
tionship.

NATO membership for either Ukraine or Georgia should be placed on hold. Nei-
ther comes close to meeting NATO requirements, and going ahead risks further di-
viding the alliance and adding military commitments that the United States is not
in a position to fulfill. Beyond making good on the pledge to make the Republic of
North Macedonia NATO’s 30th member, the United States and NATO would be
wise to focus on meeting existing obligations before taking on new ones.

The time has come to face reality and rethink our approach toward Turkey. What
we are witnessing is the gradual but steady demise of a relationship; Turkey may
be an ally in the formal sense but it is no partner. Nor is it a democracy. The Trump
administration is right to have confronted Turkey over the detention of an American
pastor, but its focus is too narrow and with tariffs it chose the wrong response. We
should reduce our dependence on access to Turkish military facilities, deny Turkey
access to advanced military hardware like F-35s, and stand by the Kurds in Syria
in the fight against ISIS. We may well have to wait out President Erdogan and seek
to rebuild relations with Turkey once he no longer wields political power.

We would also be wise to rethink Afghanistan. There are situations in which am-
bition is called for. There are other situations in which even a modest course of ac-
tion can prove to be ambitious. Afghanistan surely qualifies as an example of the
latter given its internal divisions and Pakistan’s provision of a sanctuary to the
Taliban. We should design a policy around building governmental capacity, holding
Kabul and the other major cities, and limiting the ability of terrorists to base them-
selves in the country. Extending governmental control over the whole of the country
or creating conditions for peace are beyond reach. Afghanistan is better understood
as a situation to be managed than a problem to be solved. This argues for a contin-
ued but sharply limited U.S. and NATO effort there.

NATO cannot survive much less thrive in a vacuum. It is part and parcel of the
larger U.S.-European relationship. There is no economic or strategic justification for
the sort of trade war the United States has launched. The overuse of sanctions and
tariffs will set back U.S. economic and strategic interests alike. The EU is a friend,
not a foe. European countries offer the best set of partners available to the United
States for tackling global challenges ranging from how best to regulate cyberspace
to mitigating and adapting to climate change to reforming the global trade system.
They also remain an essential partner for containing Iran, a reality that argues for
less unilateralism on our part and more coordination across the Atlantic.

I said at the outset of my remarks that we should be careful with assumptions.
No one should assume European stability is permanent. To the contrary, history
plainly shows that the last 70 years are more an exception than the rule. It should
be the objective of the United States to extend this exception until it becomes the
rule. A strong NATO in the context of a robust U.S.-European relationship is the
best way to do just that.

Thank you again for this opportunity to meet with you today. I look forward to
your comments and questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you very much.
Secretary Burns.

STATEMENT OF HON. R. NICHOLAS BURNS, FORMER U.S. PER-
MANENT REPRESENTATIVE TO NATO AND UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS, HARVARD UNI-
VERSITY, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

Ambassador BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Menendez,
members of the committee. Thank you for the opportunity to be
here. I am very pleased to be with Dr. Haass and Dr. Sloan.

You have asked three questions this morning. The first is what
is NATO’s value to the United States? I agree with both of your
opening statements. It is our vital alliance, and it is still relevant
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and the key factor in trying to contain Russian power. And we have
seen that emerge in Georgia, in Crimea, and eastern Ukraine over
the last 8 years.

I also think of NATO allies as indispensable force multipliers for
the United States and for American power. And in a way, they rep-
resent the power differential between the United States and Russia
and with our East Asian allies, the United States, and China. We
have allies who will fight with us, and we can depend on them, and
the Russians and Chinese do not.

The NATO allies also help us project force from a forward de-
ployed position in Europe. Think of Ramstein. A lot of you have vis-
ited these bases. And Aviano in Souda Bay and Rota in Spain. That
is how we prosecute the war in Afghanistan and go after ISIS and
the Taliban and other terrorist groups.

And as Richard said, most of the NATO members are also EU
members. And if you think of the great transnational threats that
we are facing, that our kids are going to face, climate change and
terrorism and pandemics and crime and migration, we need these
countries on our side, and they largely are on our side.

And I think most importantly—I have just come back from vis-
iting five European countries this summer—the key issue in West-
ern and Eastern Europe is will democracy survive. It is under chal-
lenge from an anti-democratic populace. The NATO allies are
greatest defenders in defending democracy and challenging the
autocrats in places like Poland, inside the Polish Government, in-
side the Italian Government, and in Hungary itself. So we are
stronger with them than without them.

Your second question, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Menendez, was on
President Trump’s policy towards NATO. I am concerned. I believe
we are witnessing the greatest crisis of American leadership in
NATO since 1949. It is one thing to push the allies to meet their
security commitments. President Trump has been right to push the
NATO allies on defense spending, and he has made some progress.
But it is quite another for an American President to call NATO ob-
solete on the campaign trail in 2016, to then refuse in 2017 to reaf-
firm the Article 5 commitment on the President’s first visit to
NATO headquarters, and then 6 weeks ago to be publicly, I would
say, shockingly ambivalent about whether or not the United States
will defend Montenegro, our NATO ally, if it is threatened by the
Russian Government.

Words matter in diplomacy. Our ability to deter Russia depends
on the Kremlin believing that the United States President—and
the United States President is NATO’s leader—that he or she will
stand up to Russian aggression and defend our smaller allies. That
is now in doubt in Europe after the Helsinki Summit.

President Trump is the first American President in NATO’s his-
tory to equivocate on our security commitment to the NATO allies.
And so our reliability and credibility and our commitment to the
alliance are being questioned by our best friends and by our closest
friends.

To make matters worse, the President has been supportive of
anti-democratic leaders in Hungary and Poland, while being con-
sistently critical publicly of Prime Minister Trudeau and Prime
Minister May and Chancellor Merkel. The result is that President
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Trump objectively is viewed by the European leadership as weak
and unreliable, the opposite of Eisenhower and JFK and Reagan
and the Bushes and Obama.

It is a crisis of confidence that focuses squarely on your third
question, what should Congress do; it is imperative that Con-
gress—and I think all of us hope on a bipartisan basis—to revive
and reaffirm the American commitment to NATO. The resolution
that you passed in the Senate just before the Helsinki Summit I
know was welcomed and positively received in Europe. The pro-
posed McCain-Kaine bill would be a fitting tribute to the late Sen-
ator John McCain, as would the Graham-Menendez bill, as would
Rubio-Van Hollen. I know you are considering lots of bills to strike
back against the Russians, to stand up to them, but also to reaf-
firm our support for NATO and not for a diminution of our role in
NATO.

I would say, Mr. Chairman, we need your leadership desperately
given the hole that the administration—the President I should
say—has dug for the United States with our strongest alliance.

A final thought, and let me close on this.

I was U.S. Ambassador to NATO on 9/11 for President George W.
Bush. When we were attacked, our allies, led by the Canadians, let
me know at NATO headquarters that afternoon that they would
defend us, that they were ready to invoke Article 5. They did so,
as all of us have said, the next morning on September 12th. They
all went into Afghanistan with us. Our partners and allies have
suffered 1,100 dead, many more wounded. They have pledged to be
with us until the day we leave Afghanistan. And that to me is the
true meaning of this alliance and its value to the United States.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Burns follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR NICHOLAS BURNS

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Menendez and members of the Committee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify today on the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation.

I served as U.S. Ambassador to NATO from 2001 until 2005 during the Adminis-
tration of President George W. Bush. NATO remains our most important alliance.
It is an irreplaceable asset for the security of the United States. We must do every-
thing possible to work with Canada and the European allies to strengthen it for the
many challenges ahead.

NATO is facing, however, one of its most difficult crises in seven decades. It is
not a crisis of military strength or readiness. The Alliance is preserving the peace
in Europe and containing an assertive Russia. It is not a crisis of relevance. NATO
troops continue to serve in Afghanistan, in the fight against the Islamic State, in
preserving the peace in Kosovo and in providing security in the Atlantic, Mediterra-
nean, Black Sea, Baltic Sea and Balkan regions. It is assisting the EU in managing
the migration crisis through its maritime capacity.

The allies also remain with us in NATO’s most important mission—the defense
of free, democratic countries in North America and Europe.

The crisis is one of allied trust and confidence in America’s leadership of NATO.
During the 18 months of the Trump Administration, the President’s personal leader-
ship of NATO has been called into question on several key fronts.

President Trump’s repeated public doubts about NATO’s importance to the U.S.
have had a highly negative impact on European leaders and European public opin-
ion. For the first time in NATO’s seven-decade history, there is growing concern in
Europe and Canada about an American President’s commitment to the alliance.

The U.S. has been the acknowledged leader of NATO since its founding in Wash-
ington D.C. in 1949. As the strongest ally, the U.S. has always played an outsized
role within the Alliance. While differences among allies are normal and criticism of
each other is warranted on serious issues, our Presidents also need to project con-



12

fidence in NATO and its member states in order to deter potential aggressors such
as Russia and provide the leadership that alliances need to stick together.

As a Presidential candidate, Donald Trump called NATO “obsolete”. As President,
he refused to confirm his support for NATO’s Article 5 security guarantee at this
first NATO Summit meeting in 2017. He has suggested that U.S. support for our
allies will be conditioned on the level of their defense spending. While rightly push-
ing allies to meet their defense budget commitment of 2 percent of GDP, he pro-
posed impulsively at the recent Summit a doubling of that goal to 4 percent—a level
the U.S. had never discussed before with the allies and is itself unprepared to meet.

This crisis has been exacerbated by the contrast between the President’s negative
public comments about allied leaders Chancellor Angela Merkel and Prime Minister
Teresa May with his refusal to utter a word of criticism of Russian President Vladi-
mir Putin, NATO’s most dangerous adversary, before, during or after their recent
Helsinki press conference.

The President did not criticize Putin publicly for his annexation of Crimea and
the destabilization of Eastern Ukraine, Russia’s nerve agent attack against the
United Kingdom, its support for the Asad regime in Syria and its cyber assault on
our 2016 elections. The President’s performance in Helsinki was weak and submis-
sive.

The President was also ambivalent in a prominent interview following the Hel-
sinki Summit about whether the U.S. would meet our Article 5 security obligations
to Montenegro, the smallest and newest member of NATO and a victim of an at-
tempted Russian-inspired coup just 2 years ago.

Words matter in diplomacy. NATO’s ability to deter Russia and other potential
foes has always rested on the strength and clarity of American Presidents starting
with Harry Truman. President Trump is the first President to equivocate on the
issue of America’s commitment to the security of our allies. Such lack of resolve con-
cerns allies who worry the U.S. may not be prepared to defend a NATO member
from Russian aggression. As the NATO leader, the U.S. President must remain
?trong and clear about our resolve in order to reassure allies and to deter political

oes.

Finally, the President is seen by many Europeans as more committed to authori-
tarian leaders in Hungary, Poland and Italy than democratic leaders such as
Merkel. Based on recent visits to four European countries this summer, I believe
allied governments are most concerned by the rise of extreme anti-democratic forces
in their countries. They would welcome rhetorical support from the U.S. in their
battle to preserve the rule of law and democratic freedoms. They have not received
it.

The crisis in NATO today is not the first the U.S. has had with the allies and
likely will not be the last. The U.S. disavowed the actions of France and the United
Kingdom in the Suez Crisis of 1956. The U.S. and some of the allies argued about
the deployment of American nuclear missiles to Europe in the early 1980s. We expe-
rienced a major division within the Alliance over the Iraq War in 2003 when I was
Ambassador to NATO. In none of these crises, however, did the U.S. and the allies
question each other’s basic commitment to NATO itself.

This is what is happening now. It makes this crisis different from those in the
past. As a result, a dangerous breach of trust has opened across the Atlantic. The
former Polish Defense and Foreign Minister, Radek Sikorski, a friend of America,
summed up the fear of many in Europe after the Helsinki Summit when he said
publicly, “We have no idea what President Trump would do in a crisis with Russia.”

Such a situation is a gift to Putin whose strategic aim is to weaken NATO and
to divide it from within. It has also caused some Europeans to prepare for a future
without a strong U.S. presence in NATO. The debate in Germany has already begun
with some outside the government advocating the country consider creating its own
nuclear deterrent if it cannot count on the U.S.

THE ROLE OF CONGRESS

Barring a fundamental change in President Trump’s attitude toward NATO as
well as Russia, this crisis calls for concerted action by Congress to revive and rein-
force American leadership in the Alliance. The Senate’s overwhelming vote to reaf-
firm the U.S. commitment to NATO before the recent Summit was received very
positively in Europe. The recent Menendez-Portman Resolution condemning Russia’s
annexation of Crimea was another important step to assert Congressional authority.

The proposed McCain-Kaine bill to give Congress a voice and role in any decision
by the Administration to reduce U.S. force strength in Europe or to withdraw from
NATO is now a critical next step for Congress to take. The Senate ratified the
Washington Treaty with a two-thirds majority in 1949. No President should be able
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to walk away from that commitment unilaterally without the advice and consent of
the Senate.

The Graham-Menendez bill would be an effective way to counter Putin by
strengthening sanctions against Russia and providing greater support to democ-
racies at risk.

These are among the most important measures Congress can take at a time when
the President’s basic commitment to NATO appears so tenuous.

Congress can also help to convince the American public that NATO remains vital
for our own security at home. Until President Trump’s election, most polls showed
strong support for NATO among Americans. We should be concerned that the Presi-
dent’s constant belittlement of NATO before American audiences may diminish pub-
lic support for an alliance that cannot be truly effective without the allegiance of
our citizens.

NATO’S VALUE TO THE UNITED STATES

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Menendez, you have asked for an assessment of NATO’s
value to the United States. In my judgment, NATO continues to be of vital impor-
tance to American security interests in five principal ways.

First, NATO is at the core of one of the most significant foreign policy accomplish-
ments in American history—the creation of a long-term peace in Europe following
the close of the Second World War. Because of NATO and the emergence of the Eu-
ropean Union, Europe is united after centuries of division and war. NATO’s military
strength has been a major reason for the absence of war with the Soviet Union and
Russia since 1949.

A recent Atlantic Council study reminds that America spent 14.1 percent of its
GDP on defense during the First World War, 37.5 percent during the Second World
War and 13.2 percent during the Korean Conflict. We spend nothing close to those
levels now in large part due to the great power peace we have enjoyed for over 70
years. NATO has been a major factor in that peace.

And due to the expansion of NATO and the European Union eastward after the
fall of the Soviet Union, millions of East Europeans now live in free, democratic so-
cieties—a significant success for U.S. diplomacy.

Second, NATO delivers additional benefits to U.S. military objectives and oper-
ations beyond our shores.

e NATO is at the heart of our defense of North America and Europe from nuclear
and conventional threats. British and French nuclear weapons join ours in de-
terring aggression in the North Atlantic area. Since the late 1940s, every Ad-
ministration has believed that the best way to defend our country is through
American forces forward deployed in Europe with the NATO allies. This strat-
egy remains right for today given Russia’s invasion of Georgia in 2008, of Cri-
mea and Eastern Ukraine in 2014 and its current pressure on Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania and Poland. NATO remains our primary vehicle for deterring Putin
in Eastern Europe.

e The NATO allies host a great number of critical bases for U.S. forces—Ramstein
in Germany, Aviano in Italy, Rota in Spain, Souda Bay in Greece and Incirlik
in Turkey—that serve as a platform for our presence in Europe, as well as for
U.S. force projection against terrorist groups in North Africa and the Middle
East and for our continued military operations in Afghanistan.

e Europe is a critical link in the development of our Ballistic Missile Defense net-
work focused on the Middle East with Turkey, Romania, Poland, Germany,
Spain, the Netherlands, Denmark, the UK and other allies all hosting elements
of this system.

e NATO allies continue to participate in the U.S.-led coalition against the Islamic
State in the Middle East.

e Many of the allies play lead roles in other counter terror operations such as
French forces in Mali supported by the U.S.

e In Afghanistan, the NATO allies remain with us in combat operations and in
training the Afghan military. Over 1000 soldiers from European and other part-
ner nations have died there during the last 17 years.

e NATO continues to maintain the hard-earned peace in Kosovo with European
troops bearing the large share of the burden. An EU-led force has taken on all
of the peacekeeping responsibility in Bosnia, freeing up the U.S. for other activi-
ties.

Third, the NATO allies are among our closest and most supportive global partners
as we confront the great transnational challenges that define this century—the fight
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against terrorism, the entire complex of cyber threats, climate change, the risk of
pandemics, mass migration and others. The NATO allies and our partners in the
European Union act together with us on these and other issues. This is of incalcu-
lable benefit to the U.S. Neither Russia nor China have treaty allies. NATO is a
significant advantage for the United States when it acts as a force multiplier for
American interests.

Fourth, the great majority of the NATO allies are also members of the European
Union. Every U.S. President has seen the EU as a strategic partner. After all, the
EU is our largest trade partner and largest investor in the American economy. Our
combined economic might has been a major reason for the effectiveness of sanctions
against both Russia and Iran in recent years. While we also compete with the EU
in trade, previous Presidents have worked hard to prevent those differences from
overwhelming our military and political ties to the EU countries. Let us hope that
President Trump’s recent meeting with the EU Commission President Jean-Claude
Juncker might ease the trade battles of the last few months across the Atlantic.

Fifth and most importantly, the European countries are our most faithful partners
in promoting and preserving democracy in the world today. The strongest link we
share with the NATO allies is one of values—our mutual commitment to “democ-
racy, individual liberty and the rule of law” as the Washington Treaty states. At
a time when democracies are being challenged around the world and when anti-
democratic populists are on the rise in several European countries, this link with
Europe is vital to the U.S.

The sad irony in NATO’s current crisis of trust is that the Alliance has made sig-
nificant progress in many areas.

Alliance defense spending has been on an upward trend since Putin’s invasion of
Crimea in 2014. But there is no doubt that President Trump’s persistent campaign
to convince allies to raise defense spending has also had an important impact. And
allies such as Germany must not only raise their defense spending levels but also
reform their militaries to achieve a far greater capacity to be more effective mili-
tarily.

The recent NATO Summit Declaration noted substantial positive progress start-
ing with 4 years of real growth in allied defense budgets. Two thirds of the allies
have plans to reach 2 percent of GDP by the target date of 2024. More than half
of the allies currently spend more than 20 percent of their military budgets on de-
fense technology and research and development. NATO expects that 24 of the allies
will reach the 20 percent level by 2024.

In addition, NATO agreed at the recent summit to expand its readiness to deploy
forces and to create two new commands that should add to its operational strength.
Together with the deployment of a battalion of troops each to Poland, Estonia, Lat-
via and Lithuania, much has been done during the Obama and Trump Administra-
tions to beef up NATO’s armored presence to deter Russia and other potential foes.
Secretaries Jim Mattis and Mike Pompeo and Ambassador Kay Bailey Hutcheson
are all respected for their professionalism and dedication to NATO.

These positive developments have been obscured, unfortunately, by President
Trump’s persistent criticism of allied leaders, his lack of criticism of Putin and his
publicly expressed doubts about his adherence to Article 5 of the Washington Trea-
ty. If the President is unwilling to change course and to be a more positive and ef-
fective leader of NATO, Congress will have the responsibility to take the kind of
measures [ highlighted in the first part of my testimony.

CONCLUSION

I saw the true value of allies first-hand on 9/11 as a new American Ambassador
to NATO. After the U.S. was attacked in New York and at the Pentagon, the Cana-
dian and European Ambassadors to NATO let me know within hours that their gov-
ernments were willing to come to our defense. On the following morning, NATO in-
voked Article 5 for the first time in history. The allies stood up to defend us. They
decided that Osama Bin Laden’s attack on the U.S. was an attack on them as well.
All of them deployed forces to Afghanistan with us. They remain with us there
today 17 years later. This is the true meaning of NATO for America.

That experience convinced me that, despite our extraordinary power, the U.S. is
far stronger and better able to protect our own country by working in alliance with
Canada and the European countries. For this reason and others, the U.S. needs to
act quickly and resolutely to revive, repair and restore American leadership at
NATO. Congress can help to achieve that worthy aim on behalf of the American peo-
ple.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you very much.
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Mr. Sloan.

STATEMENT OF STANLEY R. SLOAN, PROFESSOR AND
AUTHOR, MIDDLEBURY COLLEGE, MIDDLEBURY, VERMONT

Dr. SLoAN. Thank you, members of the committee.

20 years ago I was a senior specialist with the Congressional Re-
search Service. I worked closely with this committee and with the
Senate NATO Observer Group on the first round of post-Cold War
NATO enlargement. It is my pleasure to return today to discuss
the alliance that in my opinion remains vitally important to Amer-
ican interests.

U.S. leadership of the alliance has been based on joint manage-
ment of the transatlantic bargain by the Congress and by every
presidential administration since 1949. From the beginning, the
congressional partner regularly raised questions about the burden
sharing issue. In response, both Republican and Democratic admin-
istrations defended the alliance, even as they tried to get the Euro-
peans to do more.

Until President Trump, all American Presidents have remained
committed to the North Atlantic Treaty’s Article 5 collective de-
fense provision. The credibility of Article 5 depends not just on
military strength, but also on national political will to use it.

The recent NATO summit declaration emphasized the impor-
tance of cohesion, unity, and shared goals. But our NATO allies
now believe that the most powerful and influential among them,
the United States, is damaging political trust within the alliance,
seriously weakening the credibility of NATO deterrence. I doubt
that this is what any member of this committee would wish.

The preamble of the treaty makes it clear that NATO’s purpose
is not just to defend territory but also to defend, quote, “the prin-
ciples of democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law.” The de-
fense of these values by NATO nations puts political backbone into
the liberal international order.

Today many countries on both sides of the Atlantic are facing de-
cisions about what kind of democracy they want. Is it liberal de-
mocracy based on the North Atlantic Treaty’s value statement, or
is it what has been called electoral democracy in which elections
take place but the rule of law and individual liberties like freedom
of speech and freedom of the press are limited?

Decisions by NATO member states, including our own, about
which path to choose will have at least as much impact on the via-
bility of the alliance as will decisions regarding levels of defense
spending.

As requested, here is my summary of the benefits of NATO mem-
bership for our country.

The North Atlantic Treaty includes our key values and therefore
reaffirms the legitimacy of the American political system.

NATO brings together like-minded nations that share our values
and are willing to work with us to defend them.

The shared interests and values underlying the alliance provide
a strong coalition for dealing with international security issues.

The U.S. role in the world is strengthened by the fact that those
countries outside the alliance realize that the United States has a
coalition in waiting that normally will support us.
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Members of NATO provided their support after 9/11 and then
contributed thousands of troops to the war in Afghanistan, as Am-
bassador Burns has just pointed out.

The NATO consultative framework, the integrated command
structure, the day-to-day defense cooperation, and NATO’s defense
planning process facilitate fighting together if it becomes necessary.

The NATO commitments provide a foundation of common trust
that can serve as a stable starting point for managing disagree-
ments when they occur.

NATO nations provide vitally important base facilities for Amer-
ican forces deployed for operations in the Middle East and Africa.

A unified NATO presents a strong front to deter aggression.

Transatlantic security will continue to depend on effective U.S.,
Canadian, and European cooperation in NATO. European political
and military unification, as much as we hope for that, as an alter-
native is not likely in the foreseeable future.

The desire for membership in NATO has led many European
countries to reform their political and economic systems and meet
other conditions for NATO membership. This stabilizes inter-
national relations and supports the spread of democracy.

NATO’s Partnership for Peace expands American influence and
strengthens our national security.

Finally, in my judgment, there currently is no realistic alter-
native to NATO that would serve U.S. interests as well.

As with previous generations on both sides of the Atlantic, cur-
rent leaders need to choose. Will we continue to sustain and im-
prove the transatlantic alliance, or will we risk a much darker fu-
ture?

This committee has long played a critical and positive role in
sustaining NATO and its benefits for the United States. You now
are challenged once again to choose which role you will play in
charting the future of America’s membership in this vitally impor-
tant NATO alliance.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before
you today.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Sloan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STANLEY R. SLOAN

Thank you, Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Menendez, and members of the
Committee, for calling today’s hearing. I am happy to have the opportunity to talk
about the value of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to the United States.

Twenty years ago, as a Senior Specialist with the Congressional Research Service,
I worked closely with this committee and the Senate NATO Observer Group during
consideration of the first round of post-Cold War NATO enlargement.

It is my pleasure to return to discuss the alliance that, in my opinion, remains
so important to American security.

I will take this opportunity today briefly to fill in a little of the historical back-
ground to the questions you are addressing, to say a few words about NATO as a
“political” alliance, and then about the value of U.S. membership in, and leadership
of, the alliance.

Over the course of seven decades, U.S. leadership of the alliance has been based
on joint management of the “transatlantic bargain” by the Congress, particularly
the Senate, and successive presidential administrations. From the very beginning,
the Congressional partner regularly raised questions about the persistent burden-
sharing issue. This questioning began with the initial debate in the Senate on
whether it should give its advice and consent to the Treaty. The administration of
President Harry Truman reassured Senators that the European allies would con-
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tribute to their own defense and that the United States would not end up carrying
a disproportionate share of the burden.

As the European states recovered from the devastation of World War II, some
Senators argued that the Europeans had become capable of defending themselves.
Montana’s Senator Mike Mansfield promoted resolutions from the mid-1960s into
the early 1970s that sought to force administrations to begin withdrawing U.S.
forces from Europe. He was opposed by several administrations which argued that
the American NATO commitment was essential to counter the Soviet threat.

Since 1949, both Republican and Democratic administrations sought ways to get
the Europeans to relieve the United States of some of its NATO burdens. The Con-
gress did most of the complaining while successive presidents of both parties urged
allies to do more but largely defended the alliance and its costs as necessary for U.S.
national interests.

In this area, President Trump has reversed institutional roles with his burden-
sharing complaints and his threats to abandon key commitments in the 1949 Trea-
ty. The Congress and the Department of Defense, in response, have largely assumed
the roles of NATO-defender, while still lobbying for better European contributions.

One thing remains clear to me: NATO is both a political and military alliance.
I can’t tell you how many times I have heard someone erroneously claim that NATO
is “just a military alliance.”

NATO is a civil alliance with a strong military structure and capability that facili-
tate military cooperation aimed at deterring attacks against member states and de-
fending them if necessary. Until President Trump, all American presidents have re-
mained committed to the North Atlantic Treaty’s Article 5 collective defense provi-
sion. Article 5 does not say exactly what member states must do when another
member is attacked. That is left for the sovereign decision of each state, whose deci-
sion-making independence is guaranteed by the treaty.

Article 5 does commit each member nation to regard an attack on another mem-
ber as an attack on itself, and to take “such action as it deems necessary, including
the use of armed force to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic
area.” Allied military deployments, training, exercises, plans and weapons acquisi-
tions are designed to endow this commitment with hard military reality, particu-
larly for an adversary. NATO’s Defence Planning Process is a historically unique
mechanism to share and coordinate plans and acquisitions.

Moreover, the credibility of Article 5 depends not just on military strength, but
critically on national political will to use it—will that must be communicated effec-
tively to both adversaries and allied citizens.

Article 5 does not exist in a vacuum. The overall political relationships among
member states affect its credibility. The recent NATO summit communique empha-
sized the importance of cohesion, unity, and shared goals. But our NATO allies be-
lieve today that the most powerful and influential among them—the United
States—is damaging political trust within the alliance, seriously weakening NATO
credibility in deterrence to adversaries and reassurance to citizens.

I doubt this is what any member of this committee wishes to happen.

The preamble of the treaty makes it clear that the purpose is not just to defend
territory, but also to defend values—this is where the “political” part comes in. The
treaty enumerates those values as “the principles of democracy, individual liberty
and the rule of law.” In recent years, the United States and its allies have added
“human rights” to the list. The defense of these values by NATO nations puts polit-
ical backbone into the liberal international order.

The alliance has not always succeeded on the value side. Undemocratic govern-
ments have, from time to time, gained power in NATO countries. They were toler-
ated for geostrategic reasons. But they were the rare exceptions.

Today, many countries on both sides of the Atlantic are facing decisions about
what kind of democracy they want. Is it liberal democracy, based on the North At-
lantic Treaty preamble’s value statement? Or is it what has been called “electoral
democracy,” in which governments are elected but power is increasingly centralized?
Or are they headed toward “electoral authoritarianism,” in which elections take
place but the rule of law and individual liberties, like freedom of speech and the
press, are strictly controlled by central authority.

Decisions by NATO member states, including our own, concerning which path to
choose will have at least as much impact on the viability of the alliance as will deci-
sions regarding levels of defense spending. In fact, authoritarian populists like those
currently on the rise in the West don’t particularly like NATO and tend not to sup-
port engaging in collective action to provide public goods.

Moreover, elected officials in sovereign, democratic allied states usually seek to
get the best security for their populations at the most reasonable price. This means
that alliances among sovereign states will always face questions concerning an equi-
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table balance of costs and benefits among the members. This reality caused constant
friction between the United States and its allies throughout the Cold War.

The burden-sharing issue was built into the transatlantic bargain, emerging in
many ways from the foundation provided by contrasting U.S. and European geo-
graphic realities, historical experiences, and military capabilities. The original con-
cept of the alliance was that the United States and Europe would be more or less
equal partners and would therefore share equitably the costs of alliance programs.

The seeds for a perpetual burden-sharing problem were planted when the original
transatlantic bargain was reshaped in 1954 following the failure of the European
Defense Community. The revision of the original bargain meant that the alliance
would become heavily dependent both on U.S. nuclear weapons and on the presence
of U.S. military forces in Europe to make those weapons credible in deterrence as
well as to fortify non-nuclear defense in Europe.

The U.S. burden-sharing complaint took many forms and was translated into a
great variety of policy approaches between 1954 and the end of the Cold War. In
the early 1950s, the allies arranged common funding of NATO infrastructure costs,
such as running NATO civilian and military headquarters and building and main-
taining fuel pipelines, communication systems, and so on. Each ally was allocated
a share of the infrastructure costs, according to an “ability to pay” formula.

As European nations recovered from World War II and experienced economic
growth, the U.S. share of infrastructure expenses was progressively reduced. How-
ever, such expenses were not the main cost of alliance efforts. The large expenses
were the monies spent by nations to build, maintain, and operate their military
forces. In this category, the United States always outpaced its European allies.

The administration of President John F. Kennedy in the early 1960s sought a
greater European contribution to Western defense. Its policy optimistically advo-
cated an Atlantic partnership with “twin pillars” featuring shared responsibilities
between the United States and an eventually united Europe. The Kennedy presi-
dency also witnessed the beginning of the financial arrangements between the
United States and West Germany designed to “offset” the costs of stationing U.S.
forces in that country. These agreements were renewed and expanded in the admin-
istrations of Lyndon B. Johnson and Richard M. Nixon to include German purchases
of U.S. Treasury bonds and, in the 1970s, the repair of barracks used by U.S. forces
in Germany.

The U.S. experience in Vietnam, French withdrawal from NATO’s integrated mili-
tary structure in 1966, and U.S. economic problems all diminished support in the
Congress for U.S. overseas troop commitments in general and led the Johnson ad-
ministration to press the Europeans to increase their defense efforts.

This period saw a strong congressional movement, led by Senator Mike Mansfield,
to cut U.S. forces in Europe. Senator Mansfield introduced the first of the “Mans-
field Resolutions” on August 31, 1966. The Senate was asked to resolve that “a sub-
stantial reduction of United States forces permanently stationed in Europe can be
made without adversely affecting either our resolve or ability to meet our commit-
ment under the North Atlantic Treaty.”

Senator Mansfield reintroduced the resolution in 1967, 1969, and 1970, when the
resolution obtained the signatures of 50 co-sponsors. However, U.S. presidents, Re-
publican and Democrat alike, consistently opposed such efforts, and these resolu-
tions and similar efforts through 1974 failed to win final passage. The Nixon admin-
istration, after unsuccessfully attempting to get the Europeans to increase “offset”
payments, took a new tack. The Europeans objected to the prospect of American
troops becoming little more than mercenaries in Europe and argued that the U.S.
troop presence was, after all, in America’s as well as Europe’s interests. Nixon shift-
ed to a focus on getting allies to improve their own military capabilities rather than
paying the United States to sustain its own. The so-called Nixon Doctrine, applied
globally, suggested that the United States would continue its efforts to support al-
lies militarily if they made reasonable efforts to help themselves.

Congress continued to focus on offset requirements, passing legislation such as
the 1974 Jackson-Nunn Amendment requiring that the European allies offset the
balance-of-payments deficit incurred by the United States from the 1974 costs of
stationing U.S. forces in Europe. However, a combination of events in the mid-1970s
decreased congressional pressure for unilateral U.S. troop reductions in Europe.

The East-West talks on mutual force reductions that opened in Vienna, Austria,
in 1973 were intended to produce negotiated troop cuts, and U.S. administrations
argued that U.S. unilateral withdrawals would undercut the NATO negotiating posi-
tion. Congress turned toward efforts to encourage the Europeans to make better use
of their defense spending, and President Jimmy Carter, in 1977, proposed a new
“long-term defense program” for NATO in the spirit of the Nixon Doctrine, setting
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the goal of increasing defense expenditures in real terms 3 percent above inflation
for the life of the program.

In 1980, Congress, frustrated by allied failures to meet the 3 percent goal, re-
quired preparation of annual “allied commitments reports” to keep track of allied
contributions to security requirements. Throughout the 1980s, Congress developed
several approaches linking the continued U.S. troop presence in Europe to improved
allied defense efforts. However, the burden-sharing issue was never “resolved.” In
fact, the growing U.S. concern with Soviet activities in the Third World put even
more focus on the fact that the Europeans did little militarily to help the United
States deal with this perceived threat to Western interests.

In sum, throughout the Cold War, the United States felt strongly that the Euro-
peans needed to “do more.”

Although some Europeans agreed that their countries should increase their rel-
ative share of the Western defense burden, the prevalent feeling was that many
American criticisms of their defense efforts were unwarranted.

Perhaps ironically, the biggest burden-sharing issue at the end of the Cold War
was how the allies should work together to deal with non-collective defense security
threats arising beyond NATQO’s borders, an issue that had always been a source of
division among the allies. That would become one of the biggest challenges for the
allies in the 1990s.

At least in the first decade after the end of the Cold War, the United States and
all its allies looked for a peace “dividend” by reducing defense expenditures, taking
the opportunity to shift resources to other priorities.

Following the 9/11 attacks, the allies, for the first time in NATO’s history, invoked
Article 5, the North Atlantic Treaty’s collective defense provision. The allies followed
up the Article 5 actions by contributing thousands of troops to the War in Afghani-
stan, agreeing to establish a NATO command there, and suffering the loss of more
than 1,000 military personnel.

In 2014, the Russian annexation of the Crimea and support for separatists in the
Donbas region of Ukraine produced a dramatic change in threat perceptions and,
consequently, defense spending commitments. The allies agreed at the Wales sum-
mit that September to increase defense spending to the level of 2% of Gross Domes-
tic Product by the year 2024. The recent 2018 summit in Brussels added further
defense improvement plans to fortify the response to the Russian threat as well as
to international terrorism.

That’s a summary of the history. Now, here is my summary of the benefits our
country receives from NATO membership:

e The alliance reaffirms the legitimacy of the American political system, as the
North Atlantic Treaty rests explicitly on our key values: democracy, individual
liberty and the rule of law.

e It brings together like-minded nations that, for the most part, share our polit-
ical values and are willing to work with us to defend them.

e The shared interests and values underlying the alliance provide a strong coali-
tion for dealing with international security issues.

e The U.S. role in the world is strengthened by the fact that those countries out-
side the transatlantic alliance realize that the United States has a coalition in
waiting that, under most circumstances, will support us.

e Members of NATO provided their support when they invoked NATO’s collective
defense clause in response to the 9/11 attacks. They followed up the Article 5
actions by contributing thousands of troops to the War in Afghanistan.

e The NATO consultative framework, Integrated Command Structure, day-to-day
defense cooperation and NATO’s Defence Planning Process facilitate fighting to-
gether when necessary.

e The NATO commitments provide a foundation of common trust that can serve
as a stable starting point for managing disagreements when they occur.

e NATO nations provide vitally important base facilities for American army,
navy, marine and air force capabilities for operations beyond Europe in the Mid-
dle East and Africa.

e A unified NATO presents a strong front to deter aggression by adversaries, par-
ticularly Russia in today’s world.

e In theory, a unified Europe should be able to defend itself. But in the real
world, political/military unification of Europe is not likely in the foreseeable fu-
ture and transatlantic security therefore will continue to depend heavily on ef-
fective U.S. cooperation with Canada and the European allies in NATO.
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e The desire for membership in NATO has led many European countries to re-
form their political and economic systems, resolve differences with their neigh-
bors, and meet other conditions for NATO membership. This stabilizes inter-
national relations and supports the spread of democracy.

e NATO has provided a framework for active security cooperation with countries
that do not meet geographic or other requirements for membership, or do not
choose to join. The Partnership for Peace program expands American influence
and strengthens our national security.

e No practical alternative to NATO that would serve U.S. interests as well has
so far been developed and defended convincingly

In 1984, on sabbatical from the Congressional Research Service, I wrote a book
entitled NATO’s Future: Toward a New Transatlantic Bargain. The new bargain
that I proposed was a more equal alliance in terms of both contributions and influ-
ence. It addressed the burden sharing issue quite directly by calling on the Euro-
peans to strengthen the alliance by coordinating more effectively their defense ef-
forts. I cautioned at that time that such improved cooperation would have to take
place within, not outside, the broad framework of the transatlantic relationship

A lot has changed since then, and I am less optimistic than I was then about what
might be possible among the Europeans, and what kind of leadership the United
States would provide.

I see no chance that the members of the European Union will decide to create
a full political union anytime in the foreseeable future. In my judgment, this would
be required before anything like a European army or fully unified European mili-
taries could come into being.

Our allies are making progress toward improving their cooperation. The European
Security and Defense Policy, the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and
the new European Defense Fund (EDF) are already helping promote better military
cooperation among the allies.

Our president’s questioning of American commitments to the alliance has led Eu-
ropeans reasonably to wonder if they can rely on the United States in the future.
If they decide that they can’t, their cooperation could move toward greater auton-
Olﬁly from the United States, outside of NATO and ineffectively coordinated with the
alliance.

Such a development would amount to a total failure of U.S. policy that has sup-
ported a strong Western alliance for seven decades. The Europeans may do more,
but the questions about the U.S. commitment may lead them to assumptions that
would damage what NATO calls “the transatlantic link.”

As with previous generations on both sides of the Atlantic, current generations
of leaders need to choose whether we will continue to sustain and improve the
transatlantic alliance of democracies, of which NATO is the most important pillar.
Will we choose to defend democracy, individual liberty and rule of law, or will we
risk a much darker future?

This committee, and the Senate as a whole, have long played critical and positive
parts in sustaining NATO and its benefits for the United States. You now are chal-
lenged once again to choose which role you will play in charting the future of Amer-
ica’s membership in this vitally important North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

dThank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear before the committee
today.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. We thank all three of you again for
being here with us, and we look forward to the questions now. And
I will turn to Senator Menendez. I will reserve my time for interjec-
tions.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for your testimony. It is not common that we get
almost a unified view here before the committee. So it is, I think,
pretty powerful about the subject matter.

And the one thing I glean from all of your testimony: it is time
for Article 1 oversight in a big way.

So, Ambassador Burns, in your written testimony you remarked
that the President Trump’s repeated public doubts about NATO
have a highly negative impact on Europe. We have had members
of the administration here who basically have said do not listen to
what the President says. Listen to what we do.
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When it comes to NATO, what is the tangible impact of this dis-
sonant situation where the President’s words belie maybe the pol-
icy actions of the administration?

Ambassador BURNS. Mr. Menendez, two points.

One is I think one thing that did not come out in our three pres-
entations is that, fortunately, we have had a lot of bipartisan con-
sensus between the Obama administration and I would say Sec-
retary Mattis, Secretary Pompeo, and Ambassador Kay Bailey
Hutchison that we should stay in NATO, strengthen it, strengthen
our true presence in Eastern Europe. I think it is good that the
Trump administration is now sending arms to Ukraine.

So there have been some positive things done, all of them com-
pletely now diminished and outweighed by the words of the Presi-
dent. And the words matter because ultimately Article 5, as well
as Article 4, the imminence of an attack on a NATO ally, rest on
the credibility of the United States. We have always been the back-
bone of NATO since President Truman’s time. And when President
Trump has consistently thrown into doubt whether or not he is
President at that 3:00 a.m. call would back up a NATO ally, it has
really undermined the confidence that all the Europeans have. And
I have been struck by it and I have served both parties as a career
Foreign Service officer. This is not a political statement. I have
been struck and really saddened by the lack of faith in the United
States in Western and Eastern Europe on this question. And it is
about words because words, of course, convey whether or not we
have the policy in place to deter Russian aggression.

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me follow up on that. I was disturbed
but not surprised to read in your testimony that the President is
seen by many European leaders as more committed to authori-
tarian leaders than democratic ones. And you wrote that some
would welcome rhetorical support from the United States but it is
not getting it.

In the DASKAA bill that I wrote with Senator Graham and oth-
ers who have joined us, we increased funding for programs that
build democratic resilience across the continent. But I would wel-
come any additional thoughts on how you believe the Senate can
help to fill the rhetorical void left by the President’s leadership,
particularly as it relates to democracy and the rule of law.

Ambassador BURNS. I was really struck. As I mentioned, I visited
five different NATO ally countries this past summer. The degree to
which the allied leaders are now focused on the battle for democ-
racy inside their own societies. Three of the NATO allies survived
the 2017 elections, the assault by the anti-democratic populace, but
they know they will be back. And they see President Trump—and
Steve Bannon has been all over Europe this summer supporting
the anti-democratic populace in Poland, Hungary, and the Italian
Government and now trying to organize—this is Bannon—the anti-
democratic populace in Western Europe. They feel there is zero
rhetorical support from President Trump for the democrats, small
D democrats, whether they are Christian democrats or socialists in-
side these NATO ally governments.

We are a political alliance—and Dr. Sloan pointed this out in his
written testimony—as well as a military alliance. The second sen-
tence of the NATO treaty of 1949 signed in this city talks about
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the rule of law, liberty, and democratic freedoms. And so we have
a responsibility to back these countries up. The President will not
do it, and so it is up to the Congress. And I very much support the
Graham-Menendez bill and the other bills that would allow at least
our government representatives who believe in this to try to
strengthen democracy.

Senator MENENDEZ. Dr. Haass, you said in your testimony some-
thing I think is very valuable, that there should be a conversation
about benefit sharing in addition to burden sharing. How do we as-
sess the value that membership in the NATO alliance has for U.S.
national security interests? What are the most tangible benefits the
U.S. derives from NATO in that regard?

Ambassador HaAss. Well, the tangible benefits are, one, we got
partners in going out of area, places like Afghanistan, Libya.
Again, whatever you think of the specifics, we are not on our own.
So we have partners and we have facilitators in those areas.

Secondly, if you think about every global challenge that is com-
ing down the pike from how to regulate cyberspace, which is the
wild west of the modern era, to how to improve the WTO so it is
a better global trading regime to how to make sure the next pan-
demic does not happen, or if it does happen, its effects are not ruin-
ous, who are we going to turn to?

You know, when I worked at the White House for President
Bush, the father, every time a crisis happened, national security
aides would walk into Brent Scowcroft’s office with telephone num-
bers. And it would be who he could get on the phone with because
these are the people who are going to be like-minded and able to
partner with us. All the telephone prefixes—just about—were Eu-
ropean because that is where we are going to go when the chips
are down.

Or the question you just asked Ambassador Burns. If you believe
that democracy and markets are valuable to the United States—
and I believe they are—well, then we should partner with the Eu-
ropeans, the EU, not just promoting them in Europe but promoting
them globally. There are things we can do in energy security. We
can down the list. And the most obvious one is history shows that
an imbalance of power in Europe is the greatest direct threat to the
welfare of the United States. Two world wars were fought over
that. The Cold War was waged on precisely that as well. That is
the most fundamental lesson of 20th century history.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Johnson.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, gentlemen, for coming here, for your service.

Dr. Burns, I was certainly appreciative of the fact that you did
mention the sacrifice of our NATO partners in terms of over 1,000
lives lost. I think we need to point that out to our fellow country-
men as often as possible. It is a priceless type of sacrifice.

I would be interested in your thoughts. You take a look at
NATO. You take a look at the U.S. You combine our economies. It
is well north of $30 trillion in terms of size and strength. Russia,
depending on the calculation, probably less than $2 trillion.

Looking back in history, you know, the frozen conflict in
Transnistria, their invasion of Georgia. We stopped their invasion,
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sent over a couple of cargo planes, a pretty powerful signal, was
unable to prevent their annexation or their takeover of Crimea,
their invasion into eastern Ukraine, their pervasive propaganda
that we do not really counter. What have we done wrong? Why
does such a large economic group allow—I am sorry—such a puny
one—I know they got 7,000 nuclear weapons. But I would just like
to have your evaluation of what have we done wrong to allow Putin
to have so much power?

Ambassador BURNS. Senator, thank you. And to maintain my
academic integrity, I have to tell you I am not Dr. Burns. Harvard
University——

Senator JOHNSON. Oh, I am sorry. I mean Ambassador Burns.

Ambassador BURNS. That is okay, but I have to say it.

Senator JOHNSON. You are surrounded by two doctors.

Ambassador BURNS. I do not have a Ph.D. unlike my two col-
leagues.

I think you have asked an important question. Every President
since President Clinton has been dealing with Vladimir Putin. And
we know his true colors. We know what his strategic ambitions are.
He is in relatively good health in his mid-60s. We are going to have
to contain him as long as he is president of Russia. It is the last
Soviet-trained generation of KGB officers, diplomats and military
officers. They are still in power, and they have that Soviet men-
tality.

So my first answer to you would say moving our battalions into
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland—President Obama did that,
and President Trump has reaffirmed it—is the right move.

The European Reassurance Initiative—Congress voted the money
to strengthen American and NATO forces in the east—is the right
move.

But you are also right. We are engaged in a war of ideas with
authoritarian powers because Putin and definitely Xi Jinping, if
you read his party speech from last October—they believe that
their model is superior to ours. And so we engage them militarily
to deter but we have got to engage them on what we know we can
win on, that the democratic model is better and it is more true to
the human spirit. And I do not think in any administration we
have taken that on as aggressively as we should.

And I feel compelled to say this. I see Secretary Mattis doing it,
Secretary Pompeo doing it. The President is absent in this. The
battle right now in Paris and Berlin, in the Netherlands, in Bel-
gium is can democracy survive, and the President is not involved.
So I hope he will engage on that. He really should as the NATO
leader.

Senator JOHNSON. As chairman of the European Subcommittee of
this committee, I meet with European delegations all the time and
find myself in the position trying to reassure our allies that we
do—you know, this branch of government is completely supportive.
One of the examples I use, which I think was quite extraordinary,
is we unanimously approved $300 million of lethal defensive weap-
onry for Ukraine. It was not used in the last administration. A
small group of us had dinner with President Poroshenko on Friday
night. He came in to honor Senator McCain.
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To me, Ukraine has to be a top priority. We need to stop and
push back Putin’s aggression there. We need support for President
Poroshenko. I would just like to have—Dr. Haass, maybe you can
give us some thoughts on that.

Ambassador HAaAss. Well, T agree. We need to push back against
it. And I think this transfer of defense articles to Ukraine was a
step in the right direction. Ukraine has to be a better partner. I
will be blunt. And I have had this conversation with President
Poroshenko. The anti-corruption movement has got to gain trac-
tion. There needs to be a dedicated institution to deal with those
issues.

I also think being realistic—to get Russia out of eastern
Ukraine—and that ought to be our goal, the short-term goal. Cri-
mea I think unfortunately is a long-term goal to get that back. But
to get Russia out of eastern Ukraine ought to be a short- to me-
dium-term goal.

We have to think hard about what kind of conditions to be cre-
aiced so Putin believes he could leave and there would not be repris-
als.

Senator JOHNSON. Do we not also have to take a look at what
right now is the alternative to Poroshenko? Listen, stamping out
corruption is a difficult process. Again, my concern is what the al-
ternative is.

Ambassador HAASS. Alternative

Senator JOHNSON. To Poroshenko.

Ambassador HAASS. To him?

Senator JOHNSON. Yes. We are going to have the election. Right
now the polls are not looking real good.

Ambassador HAASS. The last few years in this country have
taught me to be wary of making political predictions about elec-
tions.

Look, Ukraine—I will just be blunt. It is a frustrating political
culture. The difficulty the elite has in working together—let us put
aside personalities, but just collectively. The whole is clearly less
than the sum of its parts. And the last decade has been repeatedly
frustrating. To me it is almost less important over the individual,
whether it is Poroshenko or somebody else. It is can you get a rela-
tionship within the government and between the government and
the opposition so you have a degree of commonality and consist-
ency. That has been consistently frustrating in Ukraine. Dis-
appointing but true.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank all of our
witnesses.

You have all mentioned the service of Senator McCain. So let me
just start by quoting from Senator McCain. It expresses my view.
“For the last seven decades, the United States and our NATO allies
have served together, fought together, and sacrificed together for a
vision of the world based on freedom, democracy, human rights,
and rule of law. Put simply, the transatlantic alliance has made
the United States safer and more prosperous and remains critical
to our national security interests.” And I think we are all saying
the same thing.
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The challenges today, this hearing, Russia, Russia’s attack on
our democratic institutions and on our national security.

But as all of you have pointed out, we have problems from with-
in. We have problems of countries that are NATO allies that are
moving away from democratic institutions. We see that clearly in
Hungary, the signs in Poland, and very notably, as has already
been pointed out in your testimony, in Turkey. And then we have
the problems from within with the leader of the United States of
America and the statements that have been made.

So let me first start as it relates to Russia. A summit between
the two leaders is a clear opportunity for us to advance our na-
tional security interests, and the Helsinki meeting between Presi-
dent Putin and President Trump—Ambassador Burns, you have al-
ready commented as it relates to the Montenegro statement. But
how was that summit perceived by our NATO allies in regards to
our common defense against Russia?

Ambassador BURNS. Well, Senator, you will remember in the
lead-up to the Helsinki meeting, President Trump was in Brussels
and was very critical publicly of both Chancellor Merkel at a time
of real challenge to her government in Germany and Prime Min-
ister May at a time when her coalition in the conservative party
was splintering over the Brexit issue. So that was unprecedented
in my experience working for both Republican and Democratic
Presidents. We disagree all the time in private but never try to go
after another leader politically. And I think that sets a stage for—
to answer your question, the allies were dismayed by those attacks
gnfthe two leaders, as well as on Prime Minister Trudeau a month

efore.

And then to see, at least in the press conference, that the Presi-
dent did not raise and had opportunities to the nerve agent attack
on the UK, the invasion of Crimea, the invasion and occupation of
eastern Ukraine, the pressure on the Baltic countries, and the as-
sault on our elections, the German elections, the Czech elections,
the Dutch elections, the French elections.

The allies look to the United States for leadership. They looked
to President Reagan for leadership, President Clinton for leader-
ship, and they do not feel they are getting it on these issues con-
cerning democracy and the survival of democracy. And I think that
is the weakest point of the administration’s policy, and it has pro-
duced what I said in my testimony, I think a crisis of leadership.
The allies are openly questioning whether we are leading effec-
tively.

Senator CARDIN. Dr. Haass, I want to follow up on one point that
you made in your statement in regards to Turkey.

But first let me make a comment where you say there is far too
much duplication and not enough specialization in regards to the
capacity in NATO. I could not agree with you more, but it starts
with the United States of America. We would not give up any of
our capacity. So for us to complain about the lack of specialization
where the United States has been, I think, duplicating in defense
puts us in a tough position.

But let me get to my question on Turkey. You raise, rightly so,
the reliability of Turkey and the fact that their government is any-
thing but democratic today. And then you point out a couple spe-
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cifics about not making certain weaponry available to Turkey, et
cetera. Should we be looking at the reality that Turkey really—if
today we are looking at expansion of NATO and looking at Turkey
as a potential member, I think there would be very little question
as to whether we would allow Turkey as a member of NATO.
Should we be looking at the ultimate decision as to whether they
still should be a partner within NATO?

Ambassador HAaAss. Well, there is no mechanism as I

Senator CARDIN. I understand there is no mechanism. I under-
stand the challenges of a formal

Ambassador HAASS. My view is we should accept the reality that
Erdogan’s Turkey will not be a partner. So whether they are for-
mally a member of NATO, I would simply say put that on the back
burner. Some day we will have a post-Erdogan period in Turkey,
and I think the goal of the United States and the European mem-
bers of NATO ought to be to try to revive the relationship with
Turkey at that point.

In the meantime, I think we have to take specific measures to
protect our interests, and that involves everything—and this Con-
gress is already involved in it, not transferring the F-35’s.

I also think the Pentagon ought to be directed to look very close-
ly at alternatives to the dependence on Incirlik. Anyone who thinks
that we can assume the availability of those facilities in most crises
where we would want to use it, I would say that is simply unwise.
I also think it would send a useful signal to Turkey in the mean-
time that we were not entirely dependent on access to that facility.
So I would like to see—essentially come up with a substitution
plan. It will not be perfect. Turkey has real estate and geography
that you cannot substitute for entirely. But I believe both as a way
of protecting our options and to send a signal we ought to find
ways to be less dependent.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Barrasso.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Haass, you had mentioned that there are things we can do
on energy security as part of your earlier statement. At the NATO
summit, President Trump I believe was absolutely right to raise
the issue of energy security in NATO. He specifically talked about
Nordstream 2, the natural gas pipeline that the Russians are
building between their country and Germany. The United States
opposes the Nordstream 2 pipeline because of the detrimental im-
pact and the national security vulnerabilities that it creates for our
allies, for our partners. I believe it threatens the security of Europe
and NATO. It makes Europe more reliant on Russian gas by un-
dermining the diversification of Europe’s energy sources, its sup-
plies, its routes. I think it is a serious concern because Russia does
use energy resources as a geopolitical weapon. Nordstream 2 makes
Europe, our NATO allies more dependent and even more suscep-
tible I believe to Russian coercion. It also means a lot more money
from our NATO allies straight into the Kremlin pockets. So Russia
can use that money to fund their aggressive actions against Europe
and other parts of the world.
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So a number of us introduced a piece of legislation in July of this
year called the ESCAPE Act, Energy Security Cooperation with Al-
lied Partners in Europe. It enhances our allies’ energy security. It
helps end the political coercion and the manipulations by Russia.
And this is what the bill does. It directs the U.S. Permanent Rep-
resentative to NATO to encourage NATO member states to work
together to achieve energy security. It creates a transatlantic en-
ergy strategy focused on increasing the energy security of our
NATO allies and partners, increasing American energy exports to
those countries. It requires the Secretary of Energy to expedite ap-
provals of natural gas exports to NATO allies, and it authorizes
mandatory U.S. sanctions on the development of Russian energy
pipeline projects such as Nordstream 2.

So it is in America’s national security interest to help our allies
reduce their dependence on Russian energy. Our NATO alliance is
strong. I think ending dependence on Russian energy will make it
even stronger.

So following up on what you had said that there are things we
can do on energy security, talk about things and your thoughts in
terms of what additional actions we can take to stop Russia from
using its energy source to coerce and manipulate our allies and
what steps should we and NATO and the EU take to end the
Nordstream 2 pipeline.

Ambassador Haass. Thank you, sir.

Look, Russia has three forms of power at its disposal. One is en-
ergy, one is military, and one is active measures and cyber. And
they use all three. As was pointed out, their economic weight is
negligible. But they punch above their weight because of—in terms
of energy, I think we have to decide what is the best approach. And
I would defer to my colleagues. They may know about this. But I
think it is useful intellectually to distinguish between things we do
to stop Russia and things we do to incentivize the Europeans to go
elsewhere. One is a negative policy and one is a positive policy.

One of the most important things we have done is the decision
in this country several years back to allow crude oil exports. That
to me is one of the best energy security decisions we made. Ex-
panding our willingness and capacity to export natural gas again
would be a major step in the right direction.

I think having this conversation with the Europeans is a useful
one, about what you call your energy strategy framework. It cannot
be done on a dime. It cannot be done overnight, but the idea of
coming up with a long-term goal of moving in that direction—that
is something I think we ought to be doing. I have not read your
legislation, the ESCAPE legislation, but the thrust of it seems to
me to be pointing in the right direction.

Senator BARRASSO. Well, thank you.

One other thing with NATO and the emerging threats across the
world. I think it is important that we ensure that NATO has the
tools and the resources needed to maintain a strong defense and
military alliance. It is clearly important to our own national secu-
rity. So I am committed to strengthening NATO, advancing our
shared strategic objectives.

And I support what the President is doing to encourage our allies
to fairly share the military and the financial burdens within
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NATO. It is certainly something that Senator McCain brought up
every time we had visited a number of these countries prior to even
President Trump’s election. So the number of allies spending the
2 percent of GDP on defense has increased since 2017 since Presi-
dent Trump was elected. The administration has worked with
NATO allies to bring about the largest European defense spending
increase since the Cold War. We can go through all the statistics.

Are there additional actions that Congress can take to build on
these successes and strengthen our alliance within NATO?

Ambassador HAASS. Let me just push back a little bit. I under-
stand all the emphasis on burden sharing on getting the Europeans
to do more. It is not new. I remember when, among others, Senator
Mansfield was pushing that nearly 50 years ago.

Senator BARRASSO. Eisenhower. I mean, you go way back.

Ambassador Haass. I think it is also important, though, to recog-
nize what the Europeans are doing. It is not as though they are
free riders. They are doing quite a lot. And as we were talking be-
fore, I would focus much more on how they are spending it. There
is way too much duplication in European armies, not enough with
interventionary forces, the ability to project and sustain power far
afield. So the emphasis simply on how much they spend seems to
me to be too narrow.

And I think this is something Ambassador Burns was saying
also. It is one thing to kind of use this as a hammer on them. It
is something very different to encourage it in the context of an
overall relationship where we are not using national security provi-
sions and trade authorizations as a way of going after the Euro-
peans or first you would agree on what our common policy is to-
wards European security dealing with Russia. Then it might be
less difficult to get some of the European efforts in the area of de-
fense spending that we want.

Senator BARRASSO. My time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

I will have my first interjection. I really appreciate the efforts
that Senator Barrasso has had relative to us exporting LNG and
other energy resources we have here. They have been outstanding.

The Europeans, on the other hand, have been here especially
about Nordstream and Nordstream 2. They look at it as a private
deal. They look at our LNG cost there as a much higher cost than
getting Russian gas. And they say they are diversifying.

So yes, no. We have three people with three different sensibili-
ties. Should we do everything that we could, which some of these
bills that you are talking about do? Should we do everything that
we can sanctions-wise and otherwise to stop Nordstream 2 or not?
What should be the U.S. Government policy as it relates to
Nordstream?

Ambassador BURNS. Mr. Chairman, I would say first I think
President Trump was right to raise this, introduce into the NATO
discussions. Every administration going back 20 years has opposed
this excessive European dependence on Russian gas, specifically in
Eastern Europe but also Germany.

I would not support sanctions against the European allies. We
have got to work with them on lots of other issues, and we are al-
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ready in a hole with them over climate change, over Iran, and over
NATO. But certainly for the President to use his moral power to
lean on the Europeans and to try to encourage American natural
gas exports—I would be in favor of that.

The CHAIRMAN. And the other two of you specifically? No com-
ment?

Ambassador HAASS. Again, we have weaponized too much of for-
eign policy with tariffs and sanctions. I just think we are over-
loading the circuits of U.S.-European relations. We will cause new
problems. We will not solve the differences over energy independ-
ence or dependence.

I think what the Senator is doing in terms of making the United
States and others alternative reliable suppliers—I would much
rather do it through positives and also be a little bit patient. We
are going to get the immediate results we want. But I think having
sanctions against European countries or firms that are doing this—
my own view is it is overloading the circuits of this relationship at
a time it is already pretty stressed.

The CHAIRMAN. So you would rather use rhetoric than doing
something in that regard. I mean, I am not criticizing.

Ambassador Haass. Well, it is not just rhetoric, but let us come
up with alternative supply arrangements and let us work with the
Europeans on diversification of energy and supply.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, let us carry it a step further. So there are
bills here. And I strongly support the NATO alliance. That is why
we are having the hearing. I vehemently oppose the President pur-
posely trying to mislead the American people saying that Euro-
peans owe us money, that they are in arrears. I mean, that to me
was the height of the worst as it relates to us demagoguing the
issue of our country, the leader of our country.

However, there are some bills here now, and you all say you sup-
port these bills. But there are bills here that punish Russia in ad-
vance for election interference, and then there are bills that punish
them if they do, they lay out what they do. So you are telling me
you support those? I mean, that is in essence what you all have
said.

So that means putting sanctions in place now in one case or tell-
ing people the sanctions you are going to put in place, which by the
way have implications. They affect things because people believe
that there is a likelihood of those going in place. Do you all support
that? I mean, you all are very important people that people listen
to. So yes, no. I mean, I heard you say you supported it.

Ambassador BURNS. Mr. Chairman, I do not support further
sanctions against the European allies for the reasons that we both
suggested. But as I have read some of the draft bills that members
of this committee are involved in, I would support current sanc-
tions and the promise of future sanctions against Russia if Russia
continues to engineer and assault against our midterm elections
this year or the 2020 elections because we have not yet sent a pow-
erful message to them. Congress can do that if the executive
branch is not willing to do that.

Ambassador HAASS. Let me just say I have read some of the leg-
islation on sanctioning Russia for interference in our political sys-
tems or those of others. No problem again with the thrust.
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I think there were some questions about who would make the de-
termination, what was the degree of effort they did, whether it had
effect or not. So I think there was some wording or specific ques-
tions.

But I do not think either Ambassador Burns or I are pushing
back against the basic idea that Russia ought to be penalized for
what it did. And there ought to be clear sanctions threatened
against them as a deterrent, and if the deterrent fails, then we
ought to follow though. This is a form of war they are carrying out,
and we would not stand by if they carried out other forms of war-
fare. So we ought to be prepared to try to deter and then respond
to this form of warfare.

Dr. SLoaN. Could I just add one footnote to that? Historically it
has been demonstrated that sanctions are not effective unless you
can get almost universal application. And this means that the
United States needs its European allies on its side when it seeks
to employ sanctions against Russia. And therefore, I would chime
in and agree with my two colleagues here that sanctions against
our European allies work directly against getting their cooperation
and imposing the kind of sanctions on Russia that might have an
effect. That is just a little bit of perspective from the woods of
Vermont.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you all.

Senator Merkley.

Senator MERKLEY. Dr. Haass, you referred to the consideration
of not transferring the F-35’s. And that has come up here in the
context of the S—400, but you referred to it more broadly than that.
Turkey is the regional maintenance and operation hub for the
other folks we sell the F-35 to, and we co-produce parts in Turkey
that go not into their F-35’s but ones we use more broadly.

Apart from the S-400, are you advocating that we send a strong
message even given those complexities?

Ambassador HAAss. Well, you asked the right question, but I
lean in that direction. I do not have confidence about the avail-
ability of facilities. I do not have confidence about Turkey, whether
they enter into the S—400 deal or not, whether they would protect
sensitive technologies. So to use a phrase that Mr. Eisenhower
used in a different context, I think it is time for an agonizing re-
appraisal of our relationship with Turkey, and I would hold off
transferring the F—-35’s until we had essentially a relationship that
took into account or policy that took into account the new realities
of what is going on in Turkey and in terms of its foreign policy,
inﬁluding what is playing out in the Middle East as we sit here
today.

Senator MERKLEY. Ambassador Burns, do you share that view?

Ambassador BURNS. We cannot rely on Turkey, the point that
Richard made, in a crisis. We cannot know whether Erdogan would
make Incirlik available to the United States military. So we have
to have alternative plans.

I think, however, we are going to have to be a little bit patient
here. Erdogan has made a big power play over the last 2 years,
since the attempted coup of July 2016. But he is by no means se-
cure forever. We have seen Turkey go from two military dictator-
ships in the 1980s to democratic governments, now back to
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authoritarianism. It is too important a country for us I think to
begin to seek sanctions against. We are going to have to be patient,
not rely on them, but I do not think it is inevitable that Turkey
will be where it is 5 or 6 or 7 years from now.

So you need institutional relationships, and particularly what we
have found, I think, in past decades is that the relationship be-
tween our Joint Chiefs and our European Command, our military
command, and the Turkish military as a power center is very im-
portant to maintain. If you begin to sanction and you cut off those
ties, then I think it probably hurts us.

Senator MERKLEY. I could imagine a sequence of events, outside
of the S-400, if we ban the transfer of the F-35’s, it could lead to
an unraveling of some of the things that are slightly holding things
together and providing that foundation for the future.

Dr. Haass, you mentioned that Russia might test Article 5. What
do you think are kind of the top two or three concerns about where
they might test it?

Ambassador HAASS. Some of their small, weak neighbors, wheth-
er it is Montenegro or whether it is the Estonias and some of the
smaller countries there.

It gets back to a question Senator Menendez asked. Foreign pol-
icy is about capabilities, but it is also about intentions and it is the
combination of the two. So people who say watch what this admin-
istration does not what it says, they only get that half right. The
capabilities are going up but the intentions are heading in the
wrong direction. So Putin is a calculated risk-taker. He did it in
Georgia. He is doing it in Ukraine, and he obviously took a big risk
and it paid off, a fairly low investment, high return operation in
Syria. So why do we assume that he is done taking risks? And Arti-
cle 5 would be a big risk, but what I call Article 4 and a half,
whether he would do something akin to what he is doing in eastern
Ukraine and a NATO member, so it would not quite get to the
threshold of an Article 5 response but it would still have significant
implications for the security of a neighbor. I think the odds of that
happening are real.

Senator MERKLEY. Can I interject there because we are almost
out of time?

What he is doing in eastern Ukraine is a territorial occupation
if not directly by Russian troops, certainly a lot of Russian support.
Would that not be an Article 5 violation? I cannot imagine for a
NATO member that that would not be.

Ambassador Haass. You could have something that again was
blurrier than that where you had ethnic Russians in some of these
countries and arms could reach them. You are not going to have
Russian divisions going across the border, but there could be,
quote/unquote, civilians or others being there in a personal capacity
advising them.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, that is helpful. This all goes to the point
you are all making, which is why it is so important for us to be
adamant about Article 5 and about the importance of NATO. I
never anticipated I would be alive to hear an American President
attacking NATO as a problem rather than an asset or the western
economies, the G—7, and so forth. But here we are. Unusual times.
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I am out of time, so I will just mention that if I had more time,
I wanted to ask about Macedonia and I know, Ambassador, you
were in Greece. And they have reached a deal but the deal has not
been ratified yet. And then it would take a year and a half or more.
So we are seeing that I think probably at least 2 years or more
down the line? Yes, thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Paul.

Senator PAUL. I think we got very close to making an important
point, and I am going to try to get to where we actually get to the
point.

The new Graham bill on sanctions does have sanctions on Euro-
pean interests who have a deal with Russia on the gas pipeline. So
if you think it is a bad idea to sanction them, you are really op-
posed to the new Graham sanctions bill because the Graham sanc-
tions bill in section 236 says any entity that does business or in-
vests in any Russian energy project outside of Russia. It is a bad
idea.

It gets to a larger question. Is trade a good or a bad idea? And
I hear from Dr. Haass that generally trade is a good idea. I hear
from others that trade is a good idea even with our adversaries,
maybe even more particularly with our adversaries. If we are going
to wait until China has a perfect human rights record and is a de-
mocracy and looks like America, we will never trade with China.
All right? If we are going to do the same with Russia, we will never
trade with Russia. None of this is an excuse to Russian behavior.
But, my goodness, you have to at least in diplomacy think about
what your opponent is saying. What is Russia saying? They are
saying the new Graham bill would be the equivalent of economic
warfare.

We are talking about cutting off pipelines. I see the pipeline as
a good thing. Interconnectedness between Europe and Russia is a
good thing. It makes them less likely to fight. Why would you want
to fight somebody who buys your o0il? It is a good thing for us to
be interconnected. Trade is a good thing.

And so I think we need to rethink where we are on this. We need
to think do we have enough sanctions. We have lots and lots of
sanctions. We need now to ask the question Dr. Haass asked. Are
we at a point where the overuse of sanctions and tariffs will set
back U.S. economic and strategic interests?

So I could not disagree more. But it is important to know what
is in these bills before we say we are for them because to say you
are for them but then you are against any sanctions that would af-
fect our European allies, that is specifically what the Graham will
do and it is specifically why the Graham bill is a terrible bill that
we should not entertain.

I would like to go to another point, though, and this is for Dr.
Haass. You mentioned that NATO is in our strategic self-interest.
And that is a conclusion, and a lot of people would agree with you.
I think that is a conclusion, though, that is so general that maybe
could be examined more specifically.

So, for example, if we make the argument is the alliance with
France and England in our strategic national interest, our self-in-
terest, I think you would have a pretty impressive case and not a
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whole lot of pushback. But really Montenegro is not France. Mac-
edonia is not England. And I think the question really becomes—
and I think if it were honestly asked, I think we would say they
are different and we would say that, well, does Montenegro actu-
ally increase our national security by putting them in NATO, or do
they possibly increase our strategic risks?

And I think there are times in our history when we have seen
alliances that actually cause action and reaction in such a way that
leads to war. I mean, most historians that look at World War I say
that alliances were part of the problem and that these tripwires
and blind allegiance to alliance was actually part of the problem of
World War 1.

We have been passing resolutions around here like crazy. If it is
a sanctions bill, it will pass. If it is a bill in support of NATO, it
passes. So, I mean, there is not really a problem with the will of
people saying they are behind NATO.

What I object to, though, is that people say, well, any willing as-
pirant that qualifies should be admitted into NATO. I think that
dilutes the effect of NATO to a certain degree, but I think it also
is ignoring basically what the response is from our adversaries to
this. And I thought George Kennan put it very well in 1998 when
he said if you expand NATO into Eastern Europe, what you will
see is a rise of militarism and nationalism and aggressive leaders.

And, Dr. Haass, even though you have been a supporter of ex-
panding NATO, you said in 1997, speaking of opponents, that oppo-
nents of a larger NATO predict that NATO’s easterly expansion
will provoke a hostile Russian reaction, weakening the position of
responsible forces and strengthening the hand of Western national-
ists. But you went on to really not agree with the opposition. You
agreed with expansion.

But I think there is some point at which it is too much. You have
admitted that Georgia and Ukraine may be a bridge too far at this
point. And so really, I think there has to be some discussion. Do
we want everybody in NATO? Is there no limitations to who we
will put in NATO? Does it dilute the value of NATO? Is it provoca-
tive? And people say, oh, you are giving credence to Russia’s argu-
ments. No, but we have to know what our adversaries think. If we
want to change their behavior, you have to know what they think.
They have been saying since Boris Yeltsin, who we did like and got
along with better. Gorbachev, Yeltsin, every one of the Russian
leaders have said it is provocative to expand NATO.

So I guess my question to Dr. Haass, is there a difference be-
tween which countries? Does every country that we admit into
NATO increase our national security or our strategic self-interest?

Ambassador Haass. Thank you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. I do not think we have ever had anybody per-
fectly time a 5-minute monologue to end with a question with 1
second left.

Ambassador HAASS. I am impressed with that.

It is always dangerous to have someone quoting you against
yourself.

One quick point. Interconnectedness is not necessarily stabi-
lizing. A lot depends on the balance of it. There is a whole theory
that trade and interconnectedness—it turned out to be before
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World War I—was going to prevent the world war. It clearly did
not work. One dimensional or one directional dependence is not
necessarily—because I think the question with Europe and Russia
is, is Europe’s dependence on Russia as a gas supplier—is that per
se good, or might Russia exploit that dependence for its own geo-
political—essentially take geo-economics and turn it into geo-
politics? That is my area of concern.

Look, I think you raise a serious point about NATO enlargement,
that it is not just an idea, it is a reality. If you do it, you undertake
not just risks, but obligations. So NATO enlargement again is
something we have got to undertake seriously, and then we have
always got to match capabilities and willingness to act if we do it.
So, no, every country that wants to become a member should not
become a member.

For the record, I did not always favor NATO enlargement. In-
deed, I had questions and I thought there were alternatives,
whether it was Partnership for Peace. At one point I even wrote
a memo in the State Department suggesting that we should look
at the possibility of Russian membership in NATO, and that was
about as successful as many of my other memos when I ran the
policy planning staff.

But we are where we are where we are. And I just think now
I would not do further NATO enlargement.

I would say one other point. Russian aggression in Europe,
whether it is against NATO or not, has consequences. What they
have done against Ukraine has consequences. So if Montenegro
were not in Europe and Russia committed an act of aggression
against it, it is not as though it would not have implications. The
fact is now Montenegro is in there. Montenegro’s ability to con-
tribute to NATO is obviously modest, but our willingness and abil-
ity to defend Montenegro now has, I think, European-wide benefits
because it shows that the United States takes Article 5 seriously.

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate the efforts that are underway to
push back against what Russia may or may not do—they are al-
ready doing but may do more of.

I will say that there is a point here and that is that it is very
difficult in some of the bills that have been laid out to only punish
Russia without punishing our European friends. And I think that
is a well taken point that we have got to figure out if we are going
to do this in the right way.

Secondly on the NATO issue with Turkey that came up earlier,
I mean, I think to say that they are not really a NATO ally and
we should just move them aside—I could not agree more. There is
no way we would let them into NATO. No way. But we still have
the Article 5 commitment. We still have the Article 5 commitment.
Now, unfortunately for us, they are playing footsy with all of our
enemies. So the likelihood of them having issues is low. But I think
that is an issue that somehow or another we have got to resolve.
It is more than just saying they are not really going to be with us
because we also have the reciprocal agreement.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thanks to the wit-
nesses.
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And I just want to pick up on Senator Paul’s question because
I think it does get to some really fundamental issue. Is NATO just
about purely what is in the U.S.’s interest? Montenegro is a great
example. President Trump uses Montenegro to kind of denigrate
the relevance of NATO. He asked why his kids should have to go
defend Montenegro in the invocation of a collective defense. I got
a kid in the military. So I think about these issues too.

If it is just about what does it matter to the U.S. and our imme-
diate interests, that is a really good question. But the question is,
does the promotion of democracy matter to the United States? Be-
cause at the same time as Russia was attacking the U.S. elections
in November 2016, they had an assassination plot to try to tackle
and wipe out the leadership of Montenegro if they felt that that
leadership would support joining in with other democracies of
NATO.

Now, if promotion of democracy means nothing to us, if we could
care less about whether other nations embrace the democratic
model or not, if we have given up on the belief that that is in fact
the best model to help humans achieve their aspirations, then you
are right. Who cares about Montenegro?

But if we think that that matters to us—and it should—then the
fact that an authoritarian nation would want to wipe out and as-
sassinate their leadership—I do not think we can turn a blind eye
to that.

So fundamentally the question about NATO is about U.S. inter-
ests, but it is also a question about whether the U.S. has an inter-
est in democracy as a form of government. And that is what we
have to grapple with, the immediate interest, but also whether we
care anymore about democracy as a model that will help people
achieve their aspirations.

One of the false dichotomies that I think has been set up in some
hearings earlier is an administration—and I will pick up on Sen-
ator Menendez’s point—that says do not worry about our words,
worry about our actions. Now, those words, as you point out, are
pretty painful. When the President was asked who was the biggest
foe in the world, as he is over interacting with the EU and NATO
countries, and he says the EU is our biggest foe, those words can
be very painful.

But I would not like to allow a false dichotomy as if it is just
words because when you use a national security waiver in a trade
matter against allies, that is more than words. When you use a na-
tional security waiver against allies whose folks have been killed
fighting side by side with American troops, when you use a na-
tional security waiver against Canada when we have the largest
undefended border in the world with them and their troops fight
side by side with our troops in every war since the War of 1812,
we are not talking about an administration where it is just some
intemperate language but actions that are purely supportive.

There are supportive actions. At NATO there was a commitment
to set up a new NATO command for maritime security in the At-
lantic in Norfolk. There is the reconstitution of the Second Fleet.
Those are some positive actions. But there are also many actions
that are very, very harmful, and labeling allies as national security
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threats to me is insulting. It denigrates the contributions that they
have made, and it is very significant.

I want to ask you about the bill that Senator Gardner and I and
Senator McCain introduced a few weeks ago. And I think, Senator
Menendez, the Menendez-Graham bill and this Gardner-Kaine bill
I think were the last two bills that Senator McCain signed on to
cosponsor. He was not cosponsoring a lot of legislation in his last
few months.

But this sets aside the question of sanctions and it is just about
this question of whether Congress should have to weigh in to get
out of NATO.

Now, the treaty powers of the Senate are such that we have to
offer advice and consent for entering into treaties. There is a con-
stitutional silence about getting out of treaties. In some instances,
congressional approval has been either required or sought for
exiting treaties. In other instances, Presidents have gotten out of
treaties without Congress. Our bill is just about this question about
removal.

Do any of you have problems with the notion that getting out of
the NATO treaty should require either advice or consent of the
Senate or an act of Congress?

Ambassador BURNS. Senator, I think that the Washington treaty
was passed by a two-thirds majority of the Senate in 1949. The
Senate was critical in putting that treaty together with Dean Ach-
eson, President Truman. It is the Central American alliance in the
world. It speaks to our most important interests.

So hypothetically if there was an attempt to remove the United
States from NATO or to alter our position in NATO in a funda-
mental way, the Congress should be involved in that decision. They
should speak for the American people, especially in an extraor-
dinary time when you have an American President acting unlike
any previous President of both parties. So I have looked at the
draft, and I think it makes sense for Congress to inject itself into
this question.

Dr. SLoan. If I may, Senator. In my introductory comments, I
made the point that the Congress has always been a joint manager
of the transatlantic bargain, along with every President since the
treaty was signed. And I think it is important because there is a
role for Congress to play even though the Constitution is silent
about getting out of treaties.

But I think the Senate in particular does have an important re-
sponsibility here. The Senate did agree to the North Atlantic Trea-
ty by more than a two-thirds majority vote, and for any executive
to threaten or create the possibility of the United States leaving
this alliance, I think it is something that the Senate is justified in
looking at its responsibilities under the Constitution and taking ac-
tion.

And so I do not have a problem with your proposal. I think it
is something that makes a lot of sense. Whether constitutional law-
yers would have problems with it, I do not know. I am not one of
those. But from a practical point of view, I do think the Senate con-
tinues to have a responsibility for our commitment to this alliance
and needs to act on it if it is necessary.
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Senator KAINE. Mr. Chair, might I ask Mr. Haass also to re-
spond? He was about to join in.

Ambassador HaASs. Very quickly. The mere fact of the legislation
being passed would send a useful signal that I think would be well
received in Europe.

Second of all, I am not a constitutional scholar. I took one course
in constitutional law in graduate school. But I do not understand
why exiting a treaty would be any less consequential than entering
a treaty. In this case, it would be every bit as consequential. I
think the precedent ought to be that however we got into some-
thing, we ought not to get out of it differently. So it is one thing
if a President got into some arrangement by executive authority,
but if we get into it with the full participation of Congress, I be-
lieve we should only consider getting out it with the full participa-
tion of Congress.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the
witnesses for being here today.

Obviously, NATO is one of the most, if not the most, important
security alliance, architecture of our time.

Following up on Senator Barrasso’s questions on Nordstream,
here is the Nordstream 2 website. The Nordstream 2 pipeline will
transport natural gas into the European Union to enhance security
of supply, support climate goals, and strengthen the internal en-
ergy market. The EU’s domestic gas production is in rapid decline.
To meet demand, the EU needs reliable, affordable, and sustain-
able new gas supplies.

Is working with Nordstream a reliable, sustainable, affordable
pipeline? Ambassador Burns?

Ambassador BURNS. It is Russian leverage over Western Europe.
That is how President Reagan saw it. We had this debate now for
35 years with the Europeans. How every American President has
seen it, you cannot trust the Russians not to use it. Just look at
what they have done to Ukraine and to Belarus and to other neigh-
bors with their gas and oil supplies.

Senator GARDNER. Ambassador Burns, Dr. Haass, I think this is
the challenge we have with the American people when we talk
about expending the scarce resources of taxpayer dollars in NATO
trying to explain to them this is an important architecture. This is
a key architecture of our security, global security, and what we are
doing to counter malign Russian activities in Europe and beyond,
but to explain to them why we are doing this and to watch this
pipeline come through, it is almost as if we have to go back and
justify to the U.S. taxpayer, hey, you know, I know they are doing
something that is not good. They are doing something that is going
allow Russian leverage into their economy, into their energy sector,
but we got to keep spending this money there. That is a difficult
message to be sending to the American people.

Dr. Haass.

Ambassador HAASS. Sure it is a difficult message, and that is
true of any relationship where you have got to essentially argue on
balance whether the relationship serves you, you are better off with
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it than not. With every alliance relationship, every even informal
relationship, there are parts of the other country’s behavior that
gives us heartburn for good reason that we cannot defend or agree
to. So you think you have to look at the totality of U.S.-European
relations and you have got to look at the best approach for trying
to reduce or ultimately wean the Europeans on dependence with
Russia. And I think what you are hearing from Ambassador Burns
and myself is questioning the efficacy of sanctions at a time when
we are already overusing that instrument and instead let us sit
down and figure out a long-term approach with alternative energy
resources, whether it is gas, oil

Senator GARDNER. Is the totality of security in Europe enhanced
by the Nordstream 2 pipeline?

Ambassador HAASS. No. Nordstream detracts from it because it
gives the Russians leverage.

Senator GARDNER. And that is why I think you see this effort by
Senator Barrasso, myself, and others to use this leverage. I under-
stand concern with sanctions, but at some point, we have to get
somebody’s attention as we are explaining to the American people
why billions of U.S. taxpayer dollars go to this very important secu-
rity alliance, that we make this point as strongly as possible. So
thank you for that.

We have seen obviously March 2018 Russian Government at-
tempts to assassinate two Russian nationals in Salisbury. We have
seen the Russian Federation use of chemical or biological weapons
in violation of international law. Senator Menendez and I have in-
troduced legislation that would require the State Department to
consider whether or not Russia should be named a state sponsor
of terror.

Do you believe or agree that Russia is a malign actor? Do you
believe their actions have undermined U.S. national security, glob-
al peace and stability? I think all three of you would say yes. Is
that correct?

Ambassador HAASS. Yes. Selectively the answer is yes. I think
the question for you and your colleagues is to say, okay, given that
and given the full range of interests and issues we have with Rus-
sia, what is the smartest overall response? Okay, there are sanc-
tions, but what else forms the U.S.-Russian relation? Where does
diplomacy fit in? We want to avoid a situation, I would think, Sen-
ator, where it is all or nothing. So we still want to be able to deal
with some issues where there is some overlap in U.S.-Russia rela-
tions, say, areas of arms control. We do not want Russia to do cer-
tain things that help North Korea. We do not want Russia to do
certain things that could help Iran. So the issue is how do we re-
spond to the particulars given the totality of this relationship.

Ambassador BURNS. Could I just add, Senator, very quickly?

Senator GARDNER. Sure.

Ambassador BURNS. The reason why our sanctions against Iran,
which Congress voted in 2010 and 2011, were so effective, we
joined them with the EU. The reason why the Russia sanctions
after Crimea were so effective in 2014, 2015, 2016, we joined them
with the EU. So I am for sanctions against Russia. I am very reluc-
tant to think that we should sanction Europe because we hurt our-
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selves in this balance, this equation that we have always got to
keep in mind.

Senator GARDNER. Going back to the question of the legislation
Senator Menendez and I have introduced, do you think it is legisla-
tion that would ask the State Department to designate or consider
the designation of Russia as a state sponsor of terror is something
we should pursue or not? Dr. Haass?

Ambassador HAASS. Without knowing the full consequences—but
look, Russia is carrying out state-sponsored terrorism when it is
killing these individuals. This is not foreign policy. These are acts
of aggression against individuals. What is terrorism? Traditionally
it is the use of military force or violence by non-state actors against
innocents for political purposes. The one exception here is Russia
is obviously a state actor. So whether it is technically called ter-
rorism or not, this is an act of violence committed by a state. Put
aside the definition of whether it is terrorism or not, we ought to
think about how we respond to it. And this I think very much we
ought to do with Europe because they have been the principal tar-
gets.

Senator GARDNER. Ambassador Burns, do you think we should
pass legislation to require the State Department to go through a
consideration of whether Russia should be named a state sponsor
of terror?

Ambassador BURNS. And I believe there is a statute, and we
have been working on it for decades. And Congress and State
should look into Russian actions that would be defined as ter-
rorism, yes.

Senator GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for being here.

I want to go back to the issue that Senator Johnson raised about
given the size of Russia versus the EU and the United States and
NATO, how they have been able to be so successful. And as we are
looking at the future, are we looking at or should we be prioritizing
conflict against a nation state like Russia, or should we be
prioritizing conflict that is more in the gray zone that includes hy-
brid warfare? And can you assess to what extent NATO is prepared
for those two efforts?

Ambassador BURNS. Senator, I think where NATO’s comparative
advantage is strongest is to use our military power to contain. Very
important that President Obama, Secretary Ash Carter, and now
the Trump administration have both agreed to move forces east.
That is the language that Putin understands. I think we had a con-
versation with Senator Paul earlier. The probability of a Russian
conventional attack on a NATO ally is quite small. The probability
of an asymmetric intelligence operation is much higher. So you
guard against the conventional one. We are not as good, frankly,
at recognizing and then responding under Article 4 or Article 5 of
the NATO treaty to that asymmetric attack. The denial of service
attack against Estonia way back in March 2007—it took us months
to figure out what it was. So I think that is where NATO needs
to do more work.
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President Obama and the Trump administration have been push-
ing NATO on the cyber end to have a greater appreciation to recog-
nize threats and then to respond to them on a cyber-intelligence
basis. And I think that is where the soft underbelly is right now
of the NATO alliance.

Dr. SLOAN. And one of the positive things that came out of the
Brussels NATO summit is that NATO is moving ahead in this
area, much more concentration on it.

Senator SHAHEEN. Right. We saw that, which I agree is a very
positive step.

So take that into Syria where we have a quagmire that it is not
clear what U.S. policy is on Syria right now I think, where we are
seeing Russia and Iran and the Assad regime partnering to essen-
tially take over Syria and throw us out of even the limited presence
that we have. What should we be thinking about in terms of Syria?

Ambassador BURNS. Here I would say that we have not had a
clear strategy since——

Senator SHAHEEN. Ever.

Ambassador BURNS. —since 2013. President Obama did not and
President Trump does not.

We are in an unfortunate position. The Russians hold most of the
cards through their alliance with Iran, Hezbollah, and Syria.

We have some leverage. It is the several thousand U.S. Special
Forces east of the Euphrates. It is our coalition with the Syrian
Kurds. We ought to use that leverage. If I am reading the papers
correctly, the administration has decided to leave the troops there.
I think that is wise. But certainly now in a country of 22.4 million
people, to have 12 million people displaced as refugees or displaced
internally, we have got to turn our attention to that problem. And
that gets to immigration and refugee admittance into the United
States. It gets to forward deployed assistance in the field to the
NGOs and the U.N. that run the camps that are so essential.

And I think last—and here there is maybe a glimmer of hope—
one of our very best diplomats has just been appointed the Syria
Coordinator, Ambassador Jim Jeffrey. We need to get involved dip-
lomatically with the Turks, with the Iranians, with the Russians
and the Syrians to try to end the war. It is not going to end in
terms favorable to us. But if there is an offensive in Idlib province,
the bloodletting, the civilian casualties could be even higher than
we saw in 2015 and 2016. So I think it is the diplomatic play,
maintaining our military leverage that gives us at least a chance
to play a role here.

Ambassador Haass. I was going to say I think the most difficult
question, though, if it seems likely we see an intensified offensive,
Iran, Russia, and Syria against Idlib, the question is do we do any-
thing. Are we prepared in any way to intervene directly or indi-
rectly through the forces that we have been associated with? If we
do not, we know what will happen. The Syrian Government will re-
assert authority over its entire territory and there will be massive
human casualties. If we do, it is less clear. If we were to help, it
is not exactly clear what we would do and it is not exactly clear
what the consequence is. But time is running out to answer that
question because this is going to play out rather quickly. But we
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are at that point. This is now the last hurrah of this phase of the
Syrian civil regional war.

Senator SHAHEEN. I agree, and I would argue that we have a
presence in the northern section of Syria. That gives us some nego-
tiating ability that we should continue to support.

I know I am out of time, but I want to get to the Afghanistan
question, Dr. Haass, because General Nicholson retired this week,
and when he did, he said it is time for the Afghan war to end. So
how does that end in any way at all that provides for some reassur-
ance to all of those lives that were lost in Afghanistan that pro-
vides us reassurance that it is not going to again become a hotbed
for terrorist activity?

Ambassador HaAss. I do not think I can give you an answer that
you are going to like. I do not think the war is going to end. I do
not believe peace is at hand, and I cannot imagine the scenario by
which peace would be at hand. I simply do not see the unity
amongst the Afghan Government and the various tribes. I do not
see Pakistan fundamentally changing its policy. I do not see the
Taliban changing their stripes. So my guess is if your definition of
victory is how does this war end, I do not think we are ever going
to get there. I think a more realistic policy is what are the minimal
interests we need to try to defend in Afghanistan. And it might be
keeping Kabul under the government, not seeing terrorists set up
shop again as was done before 9/11. If we have a more modest ap-
proach, that will be plenty ambitious. But I think if our idea is to
somehow have a formal peace or have the government win mili-
tarily and take over the entire country, I think neither one of those
is realistic.

If I can say one other thing and it slightly gets at what you said,
Senator. We have to decide if we are going to look at Afghanistan
as a place we have now invested for all these years, for nearly 2
decades, and we are going to act in certain ways because of that,
or are we going to treat Afghanistan like any other piece of real
estate because we have dozens of countries where we do not want
terrorists to take up shop and where we are helping governments
through training, arming, intelligence. We have a degree of Special
Forces presence, some direct action against them.

And I would say the time has probably come to treat Afghanistan
the same way we treat several dozen other countries as simply one
of the venues in the world where we have to worry about terrorism
and that we need to dial it down. We cannot have Afghanistan be
a place of ambitious American foreign policy. So this does not end
the war, but I think it does reduce the ambition and the cost of it.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Young.

Senator YOUNG. Well, thank you, Chairman, for holding this im-
portant hearing.

I want to thank all our distinguished panelists for your thought-
ful testimony.

Mr. Burns, you made a really good point that I think needs to
be underscored, which is that NATO is a political alliance as much
as it is a military alliance. And that suggests that we can build off
of those relationships since we share common values and have a
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foundation for common trust, I think as Mr. Sloan put it, and per-
haps solve other issues.

So with that in mind, I would like to explore with you whether
we might harness the power of the NATO relationship historically,
even in light of some recent anxiety about the strength of that alli-
ance, to deal with predatory international economic practices, par-
ticularly those by China but also to a lesser extent by other coun-
tries.

Dr. Haass, you write, quote, “the EU is a friend not a foe. Euro-
pean countries offer the best set of partners available to the United
States for tackling global challenges.”

Mr. Sloan, you characterized NATO as a coalition in waiting,
presumably to solve all manner of different challenges.

Mr. Haass, you indicated that one potential area that NATO
could be helpful moving forward is our effort to optimize and re-
form WTO and its efficacy.

So with all these thoughts having been laid before this committee
by our panelists, I am just going to ask each of you to build out
on some of your prior thoughts and imagine how we might work
with our NATO allies or, more broadly, our EU partners to deal
with predatory economic practices. And that could be by estab-
lishing a collective economic security framework that emphasizes
reciprocity, as well as following the established norms of a liberal
trading order, or through some other mechanism. But is it possible
for us to operationalize this collective effort to deal with a threat
shared by all, which is these predatory economic practices, and if
so, how? Mr. Haass, we will begin with you, sir.

Ambassador HAASS. It is sure worth an effort because we are
now on a trajectory that will be bad for American national security
and for our economy alike.

Look, there are all sorts of practices that we and the Europeans
ought to be working on to try to reduce or eliminate, from currency
manipulation, government subsidies, which are a major trade
distorter, obviously intellectual property protection. Now, some
progress was made in the area of improving trade called TPP. And
I believe we made a major economic and strategic error by pulling
back from TPP. We ought to have a race to the top, not a race to
the bottom. We want to have it on our terms, not China’s. So one
thing would be for Congress to push in that direction.

With Europe, let us begin to design the architecture of a trans-
atlantic trade and investment area. We have been talking about it
for years. Let us not talk to Britain about it narrowly as in a post-
Brexit scenario. Let us talk to the EU writ large about that, and
then we can also talk—the last round of global trade talks ended
in failure, the Doha Round. But we ought to be looking at what has
to happen at the WTO. WTO provides some very useful functions,
dispute adjudication and so forth. It has been very good at tariff
reductions. It still has to work on things like non-tariff barriers
and some of the other issues I mentioned. This ought to be the
agenda. But unilateralism and tariffs and sanctions I do not think
is the way to go here.

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Burns.

Ambassador BURNS. Two quick points, Senator.
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Number one is in my experience, just thinking globally for the
United States, NATO and the EU are our best partners in uphold-
ing what you were talking about, this international system, eco-
nomic, political, military, that we have constructed since the Sec-
ond World War. That is fair value. And if I had had a chance to
respond to the very good question from Senator Paul, I would have
said that. That is the value to the United States. NATO—it is secu-
rity of Europe and it is that political value system that you re-
ferred to where we can work with the NATO allies, and we have
to right now in Europe to preserve democracies.

The EU I think is the instrument on the trade issue, the largest
trade partner and largest investor. They are our competitors—the
Europeans—as well as our partners. They would have been with us
in a big trade action against China if we had not hit the Europeans
first. And that was I think the problem

Senator YOUNG. Has the water gone under the bridge? I mean,
do you think we might revisit that if in fact the President’s ap-
proach does not work? And that is an open question at this point.
We see that the Chinese economy is somewhat brittle. I have my
own anxiety, which I have been very clear about, with respect to
the lack of clarity on the strategic front. But do you think it is still
a possibility?

Ambassador BURNS. I do. I do not think this option has dis-
appeared because long-term what the Europeans have to worry
about is the same thing we have to worry about: China ripping off
our intellectual property, China not playing by the rules in a way
that benefits them and hurts us. They want to be on our side. So
tactically it makes sense for us to bring them to our side and use
that combined power of 800 million people, the two largest global
economies, against China.

Senator YOUNG. Well, I agree.

Mr. Sloan.

Dr. SLOAN. I guess my bottom line is that it would be a big mis-
take to try to operationalize NATO in this area. Article 2 of the
North Atlantic Treaty, what is called the Canadian article, does
promote economic cooperation in resolving economic conflicts
among member states in the alliance. But NATO has never been
used for that purpose, and I think trying to operationalize the alli-
ance in that way at this point would be more disruptive than help-
ful because it would not respond to the security mandate, which is
the primary—political and security mandate of the alliance, which
is the primary role of the alliance.

Senator YOUNG. Do you think this effort would drain energy from
the NATO alliance if in fact we focused on predatory economic
Fracgices that injure not just Americans but Europeans? I am con-
used.

Dr. SLoaN. I think the problem, Senator, would be that the
United States and European allies would all look at those practices
somewhat differently because they are affected differently by those
practices. And that could be disruptive inside the alliance. I do not
have any problem with saying the political and military unity of
the alliance could be helpful in terms of making us recognize that
these are issues that we need to deal with, but in terms of using
NATO to deal with them I think would be a mistake. It is always
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bad for an organization to take on a task or set an objective that
it probably cannot accomplish, and I think that would be bad for
the alliance.

Senator YOUNG. I am grateful for your thoughts. Thank you, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Murphy.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. This has
been very, very helpful. Thank you to all three of you.

So we have spent most of our time here questioning you about
asymmetric threats presented by Russia and other competitors to
the alliance. We have not spent a lot of time talking about the
threat of Russia marching across a border. And yet, we are still all
stuck in this world in which we assess the contributions of both the
United States and our partners through their spending on conven-
tional military means. We have talked around this a bunch, and I
maybe am just going to try to rephrase the question that has been
asked to you in pieces.

Either NATO is a comprehensive mutual defense treaty or it is
not. And most of what we are doing with our European partners
to stand up capacities against all these other threats we are doing
outside of the technical confines of NATO. Much of what Europe
does on counterterrorism initiatives, on energy independence initia-
tives it does through the European Union, for instance, or it does
through bilateral relationships and conversations between member
states and the United States.

And so I guess the tough question is it seems like this is a mo-
ment in which we have to either fundamentally rethink all of the
things that need to be inside the NATO umbrella and then come
up with an assessment as to whether a country is measuring up,
or we need to just say, you know what, listen is going to be a con-
ventional military alliance that is going to make sure that nobody
marches an army across a border and we are going to work on all
this other stuff in a variety of other ad hoc manners.

For instance, the propaganda war is something that Senator
Portman and I spend a lot of time thinking about, and so do lots
of countries in Europe. In fact, many countries in Europe spend a
lot of money, spend a lot of resources to try to fight back against
Russian propaganda. But nowhere do we assess those contributions
when deciding whether they are adequately doing their duty as a
member of the transatlantic alliance, which makes me think that
we are really not serious about this alliance actually meeting the
multiplicity of threats that are presented to us.

I mean, are we not at a moment where you have to really fun-
damentally rethink what is inside NATO, what counts as a con-
tribution, or just admit that NATO is going to address a fairly nar-
row and lingering conventional military threat?

Ambassador BURNS. I think what you are saying, Senator—and
I agree with it—is that we have to have a strategic relationship
with Europe. And part of that relationship, as it has been since
1949, providing for the security of the European countries and us,
is going to be primarily through NATO. Part of that is going to be
primarily through the European Union because, as you know, a lot
of the capacity on the cyber side, on trade and sanctions side is
going to be in the EU, and the Europeans will insist that we work
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through the EU on those issues. Not every member of NATO is a
member of the European Union. And so we have to have a com-
bined strategic alliance with both. We have a formal treaty with
NATO, but we have a very close interlocking relationship with the
EU.

That is why in my judgment the problem that we have right now
is that the President has talked down NATO and diminished
NATO. He has also described the EU, as everyone has said, as the
foe of the United States. It is the reverse.

And so you need two senior American ambassadors in Brussels
working together on both of those institutions to do everything that
you have just suggested, which is everything under the sun to pro-
tect the United States, working with Europe and to advance our in-
terests. It is institution-based.

Ambassador HAAsS. I agree it is institution-based, but let me
make one other point.

I would not offer offsets, if that is what you are getting at, Sen-
ator. I would say the military dimension of European security and
common U.S.-European effort is necessary but not sufficient. So I
think it is important for the purpose of a NATO alliance, which has
a political but, above all, a military dimension, that there is suffi-
cient effort there.

I think we have also got to work with Europeans on the full
range of other threats to our common welfare, be it economic,
cyber, counterterrorism, health, what have you, but I would not say
it is okay to only spend 1 percent on defense because you are doing
all this other work on other things. I would say you ought to be
spending more on defense and doing all these other things not as
a favor to us but as a favor to yourselves. It is the same argument,
the mirror side of it. And I would not put it in NATO if you do not
have the right personnel. NATO has got more than enough on its
hands or on its plate doing what it is meant to do. But you need
to have some people who take a step back and look at the totality
of these relationships.

Senator MURPHY. I understand, but when we have a measurable
means of assessing conventional military threats and an
unmeasurable means of assessing non-military threats, then we
tend to have our conversations only in the place that we can meas-
ure. And so we do $4 billion of European Reassurance Initiatives,
and none of that money goes to energy independence. And yet, we
harangue the Europeans for not being more serious about breaking
their dependence on Russian oil and gas.

So I just think this is a moment in which we need to talk about
the way in which we measure contributions to NATO and the way
in which that incentivizes us to continue to have this overly mili-
taristic view of the capacities of the alliance.

Dr. SLOAN. If T could just add to that perspective. Back in the
1980s when the Congress insisted on an allied commitments report
from the Defense Department every year, at one point the Defense
Department decided to include in what the European allies were
asking to have put in that report, and that is development assist-
ance. And the Congress came back and said no, no, no, that is not
what we want. We want to know only about military efforts.
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So there has been some resistance to counting things that actu-
ally do contribute to security. And I think what you have raised is
a very important point and that is that other contributions other
than military ones need to be included. And the United States
makes important contributions to security that are not military
contributions. So I think it is wise to try to broaden our perspec-
tive.

One of the wild cards in this equation is the relationship between
NATO and the European Union. It has never been institutionally
easy. It has gotten better, and the Ambassador certainly experi-
enced that in his time in Brussels. But it is something that needs
to get better, and I think it is headed in the right direction now.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Risch.

Senator RISCH. Thank you very much. Gentlemen, thank you.

We heard Mr. Haass’ view of where we ought to be in thinking
about where we are going in Afghanistan. Mr. Burns, Mr. Sloan,
I would like to hear your thoughts on that same issue hopefully in
a little more of an executive summary because I have got a couple
of other issues I would like to explore. Mr. Burns?

Ambassador BURNS. Thank you, Senator.

First, I think the President’s appointment of Ambassador
Khalilzad is very positive. He knows the country.

We appear to be heading to a situation where we have to pro-
mote some kind of diplomatic discussions between the Taliban and
the Ashraf Ghani government. That makes sense for us. I did not
believe in this for a long time when I served in the Bush adminis-
tration. I believe in it now, 17 years in, a lot of Americans dead,
2,400 Americans dead, a lot of wounded, allied losses. We cannot
win the war conventionally. So we have got to have a combined
military presence, which we have, and the allies are going to stay
with us until we leave and they have got the money to do it. But
we have to have a diplomatic side to this, and I think Ambassador
Khalilzad is going to be very important in developing that for
President Trump.

Senator RiscH. Thank you.

Mr. Sloan.

Dr. SLoaN. I think I agree with the general assessment. It is
very difficult for our country to admit that we have not won when
we have dedicated so much effort, lost so many lives for something
like Afghanistan. But it is something that we need to consider, and
that is how as a nation we bring ourselves to the point to acknowl-
edge that this war is not winnable in traditional terms. And so it
is a huge political problem as much as a technical issue of exactly
what kind of presence and efforts we maintain in Afghanistan. But
until we get that national consensus, I think that it will be very
difficult for any President and any Congress to decide exactly what
to do. I think building some kind of national consensus behind the
idea of exactly how we do shape the future of our policy toward Af-
ghanistan is an important first step.

Senator RISCH. I appreciate that.

Let us turn to Syria for a minute, starting with you, Mr. Haass.
Again, hopefully in an executive fashion, if you would give me your
same assessment.
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I think all of us are very troubled with what we see coming in
the future in Syria. There is a bloody conflict coming there that is
going to be painful for everyone to watch, let alone experience. And
there is not really any discussion in Washington going on about
what we are going to do about this. Are we just going to stand by
and watch it, or are we going to send a letter of protest? What are
we going to do?

So, Mr. Haass, briefly can you tell me where we ought to go and
what your thoughts are on that?

Ambassador HaAsS. Senator, if there ever were good options in
Syria, they are no longer around. The moment I think that there
was a chance for ouster of Bashir al-Assad has long since passed.
I think a lot of this area is going to be taken by the combined Rus-
sian, Iranian, Syrian effort. So I think our focus ought to be on how
do we protect as many lives as possible, how do we create whether
it is a safe area or some area where people can be protected. But
I do not think at the moment I can sit here and make the case that
if we were to intervene militarily directly, we could have results
that would be commensurate with the risks and costs. I think that
day has passed.

Senator RiscH. Mr. Burns.

Ambassador BURNS. Three quick points.

One, maintain the U.S. troop presence. It is the only leverage we
have.

Number two, a diplomatic initiative. And I just lauded the ap-
pointment of Ambassador Jim Jeffrey. He is as good as it gets. He
knows the region. We have to get in the game diplomatically al-
most to cut our losses but to retain American influence.

And number three, continue the very generous assistance of the
Congress and the American people to refugees. I would respectfully
say that the administration should now determine that we need to
take in more Syrian refugees, do our share as the Canadians and
Europeans are doing, because it is a crisis with 12 million Syrians
homeless out of a population of 22.4 million.

Senator RiscH. Mr. Sloan.

Dr. SLoAN. I basically endorse the Ambassador’s three points. I
think that that kind of an approach is critically important. Dealing
with the refugee issue is obviously something that is in the inter-
ests of the United States and also in terms of the interests of our
European allies and stability in Europe because it has been the
flow of refugees, because of Syria and ISIS, into Europe that has
led to the strengthening of the radical right populist parties that
have taken advantage of the fear of this process of migration and
created instability for a number of our European allies.

Senator RisCH. Thank you very much.

My time is almost up. I wish I had more time to explore this.

But I say this with all due respect, and I mean it. I think that
all of you have underestimated the difficulty that this Turkey situ-
ation 1s causing us and going to cause us with NATO. And I hope
I am wrong on that, but so long as Mr. Erdogan is there and hope-
fully not after he is gone, this is a serious, serious problem. Par-
ticularly when you look at the Turks and their long, long adverse
history with Russia and they are playing footsy under the table
with Russia, this is a very difficult problem.



48

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. SLOAN. Could I just very briefly since I have not had the op-
portunity to say anything about Turkey? I think what you are say-
ing is incredibly important, Senator. And I think we have to recog-
nize in the United States and the Europeans have to recognize that
we bear some responsibility for what has happened in Turkey. The
European Community and the European Union maintain the fan-
tasy tale that Turkey could become a member of the European
Union while at the same time most Europeans did not believe this
would ever happen. And the United States continued to support
that objective when we perhaps should have been looking at ways
to create or to encourage Turkey to take a different role that would
be more autonomous with the relationship with the European
Union, but not to put all of our eggs in the basket of Turkey joining
the European Union.

I think we should look back at the history here, and as both of
my colleagues have said, we need to be patient with Turkey in
terms of not moving away from her any further than is necessary
and holding out the hope for the future and working toward a fu-
ture in which a different government will be in place in Turkey.

Senator RiSCH. My view is they are moving away from us as op-
posed to us moving away from them. So thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you all very much, the panelists here today. I think
it has been very enlightening—your comments on where we should
head and where we should really rethink some of the policies we
have had in the past.

The chairman and several other members traveled to countries
over the Fourth of July right on the border of Russia, and this was
just before the Helsinki Summit took place. And the countries, spe-
cifically Finland that was not a part—these countries and all their
leaders were very worried about the approach of this administra-
tion and what President Trump was going to do. And one of the
things that was worried about was President Trump going to an-
nounce no expansion of NATO. And I know, Mr. Haass, I think you
said earlier—and I wanted to explore this. You said you did not
think we should expand NATO now. But if you announce that pub-
licly, does that not play into Putin’s threat and the feelings that
these countries have? What are you thinking on that?

Ambassador HAASS. I do not feel there is any need to make an
announcement. That would be inconsistent with the enlargement
process. I simply do not see that Georgia or Ukraine now or any
time soon are going to meet the requirements. So I think it is basi-
cally a moot point for now and for the foreseeable future.

Senator UDALL. Ambassador Burns and Mr. Sloan, please.

Ambassador BURNS. We are a European power. We have been
since the late 1940s. So we are the key country. We need to signal
that NATO’s door remains open to further enlargement. It is well
understood that Ukraine and Georgia do not meet the require-
ments right now. It will be a long time. If you close the door, then
you give Putin an opportunity to take the kind of measures that
he has taken against both of those countries.

Senator UDALL. Mr. Sloan, you wanted to say something.
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Dr. SLoAN. Yes, I would.

It is very important to keep that door open even though I agree
that Ukraine and Georgia are not at this point ready for member-
ship in terms of what NATO has insisted on, the requirements for
membership in the past.

But I would comment on Finland and Sweden, and that is if both
Finland and Sweden decided that they wanted to apply for mem-
bership, they would be in in a day. That is an exaggeration, but
we would welcome them in with open arms I am quite sure. They
already are cooperating, as you know, so intensely with NATO, and
it is because of their enhanced fears of what Putin is up to, what
he might do against them. And so in terms of that enlargement,
if they decided politically internally that they wanted to join, I am
sure that NATO countries would welcome them in.

Senator UDALL. And those countries, by the way, are expending
I think above the target that we have talked about in terms of mili-
tary spending, which is very impressive.

Mr. Haass, I think you made a very important statement when
you talked about this not being an all or nothing response to Rus-
sia. I was at a dinner last night with Ambassador Pickering, and
he said something very similar. And he talked about the kinds of
things that we have worked on over the years with the Russians.
You mentioned one in terms of arms control. We were able to work
with the Russians in terms of Iran on the JCPOA and all of those
kinds of activities.

I mean, how do we proceed on these issues where you have these
election threats and all of the other things that are going on? What
additional role do you think Congress should play in this, and is
there an opening for us to get involved in this?

Ambassador Haass. I would say two things.

One, when I was last in Russia, which was maybe 6 months ago,
it had been several years since there had been a congressional dele-
gation in Russia. Since then, there has been one but I think it was
simply one party.

I think the resumption of, if it can be worked out, a bipartisan
CODEL so the Russians hear that it is across the American polit-
ical spectrum, here are our concerns with what Russia is doing in
its various aspects of its foreign and domestic policy, I think that
would be good. I think they need to hear these things. We are not
against the relationship with Russia, but we are against these Rus-
sian behaviors. And to the extent they got a sense that was broadly
andddeeply shared in the American political spectrum, it would be
good.

Second of all, I would just say we need to be mindful of sanctions
in the following way. If we introduce sanctions for all sorts of be-
haviors, we have got to make sure we retain some flexibility to
keep the relationship open. We cannot preclude areas of limited co-
operation. This almost is an anti-linkage policy. I do not think we
want to get in a situation with Russia that because of what you
are doing on A, B, and C, we preclude potential cooperation on D,
E, and F. So I think we have got to be very narrow and targeted
in our sanctions.

I think the best we can hope for, as we look toward the future
with countries like China and Russia, is we are going to have rela-
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tionships. We are going to have big areas of disagreement or even
worse, but we are still going to have some areas of selective inter-
action, even conceivably cooperation. So we have got to be mindful,
and when we introduce penalties, we do not preclude the selective
areas of cooperation.

Senator UDALL. Would you both respond to that?

Ambassador BURNS. I would agree that both President Trump
and the Congress need to keep the lines open to Moscow. We need
to be talking to them. What is the agenda? North Korea, Syria,
Iran, Afghanistan, the future of arms control. New START that
President Bush negotiated expires in 2021, and so we are going to
have to deal with the Russians. At the same time, we are in con-
tainment mode through our sanctions and troop presence in East-
ern Europe and we have got to contain Putin and his generation
until they pass from power.

Dr. SLOAN. Senator, ironically from the Cold War era, there is a
formula that I think is still relevant today. It was called the
Harmel Formula. In those days, it was called the formula for de-
fense and detente. You manage your defense to be able to deter the
Soviet Union in those days and you try to promote detente between
the east and west.

Today it is more of a defense, deterrence, and dialogue. And I
think the United States and its NATO allies pursue that kind of
a formula wisely and making sure that we do not let Russia get
away with its activities that are contrary to our interests. I think
that is a good formula to work with in the future, as well as it was
during the Cold War.

Senator UDALL. Thank you. And thank you for your courtesies,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

Senator Rubio.

Senator RuB1o. Thank you.

I want to address head on sort of this strain of thinking among
some that our challenges with Russia are the result of something
we did, that we offended them in some way and if we were just
nicer to them, Putin would be more cooperative. Perhaps you dis-
agree. That is why I want to ask all three of you. You spend a lot
of time on this.

It is my view that by and large that Putin wants to be a great
global figure on top of sort of deep, historical rationale for both
Russian nationalism and sort of the trauma of losing its great
power status at the end of the collapse of the Soviet Union. And
domestically too, by the way, being able to argue that he is an in-
dispensable global leader and that Russia matters again allows
him to paper over some of the other difficulties in Russian society
and the like.

And so the truth of the matter is that in Vladimir Putin’s view
of the world, he is in a direct geopolitical competition with the
United States, and the only way he wins is if we lose. In essence,
the only way he has more influence and power and is bigger and
greater is if America has less.

Is that an accurate assessment of what we are dealing with?

Ambassador Haass. I think we can have an argument about
whether NATO enlargement, what we did with Libya and all that



51

contributed to Russia’s alienation. But I am not going to fight your
basic point. We are where we are where we are. And it clear to me
that Mr. Putin has rejected as a goal Russia’s integration in what
we would call the liberal world order. Indeed, I believe he has re-
jected what we would call the liberal world order. He seeks a very
different place for Russia. He seeks a very different world. And I
think we have to see him in most situations now not as a partner,
but as someone who has a very different agenda which is incon-
sistent with ours.

Ambassador BURNS. Well, I am going to be in violent agreement
with you. Putin caused this strategic mess that he is in and that
we are in with him. We gave Russia every chance—President
George H.W. Bush, President Clinton in the 1990s with a lot of aid
from the United States and a lot of friendship to see if democracy
would work. We were right to expand NATO. The Russians did not
like it, but they did not end the relationship over that. They ended
it over the perception that the United States was supporting the
Rose Revolution in Georgia and the Orange Revolution in Kiev
back during the George W. Bush administration, in which I served.
I think that was the issue that turned Putin against us, but I do
not blame us. I am glad we supported those democratic efforts in
Georgia and Ukraine.

So now we are stuck in Putin’s zero sum world, as you say, Sen-
ator, and we have to compete. And we are a lot stronger and we
will emerge if we defend our allies in Eastern Europe, defend
NATO enlargement. We will win this without a war because he is
not going to attack NATO. At some point he passes from the scene
in the next decade or so. We have just got to have the courage to
stay with our policy of containment until that happens.

Dr. SLoAN. Can I respond briefly as well?

There are those who say that what NATO and what the United
States did in enlarging the alliance was provocative and is respon-
sible for a lot of Putin’s behavior. I really reject that completely be-
cause even though I think what NATO did was provocative in one
respect, and that was it offered an alternative political approach for
countries that wanted to become members of the alliance and want-
ed to move away from being controlled by the Soviet Union. For
Putin, this was, I think, threatening.

I think he understood, has always understood that NATO is not
the kind of alliance that will attack Russia. I do not think that he
has any fear of NATO militarily, but he does fear that countries
on Russia’s border becoming liberal democracies, Western democ-
racies will present a model of governance that will threaten his
power and his ability to sustain his control in Russia.

Senator RUBIO. A quick point I want to make. There is a lot of
concern about adding countries could get us into a war. We have
no obligation under the NATO treaty to come to the defense of an
aggressor. The NATO treaty is and our obligations are almost ex-
clusively defensive in nature. Is that not correct?

Ambassador BURNS. That is how Article 5 is written. First of all,
there is no obligation to do anything under Article 5. You have to
assess what you want to do. But it is a defensive article. It is not
an offensive article.
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Senator RUBIO. In that context about Putin in general, as we
talked about the zero sum game, he is, though, a cost-benefit ana-
lyzer. He makes decisions on the basis of—that is the reason why
these influence campaigns have provided a benefit that exceeds the
cost.

Is there not then wisdom, for example, in putting in place, for ex-
ample, a cost ahead of future interference to say this is the price
you will pay? Sanctions are one thing. You have already paid that
price. It is another thing is to say this is what will happen, sanc-
tions and otherwise, in the future if you do X, Y, or Z so that he
knows ahead of time what the price will be and theoretically he
would want—or in reality, you would want that price to be higher
than the benefit he thinks he derives. Is there not wisdom in deter-
ring a future influence campaign by putting in place predetermined
penalties he knows he will pay so he knows exactly what the price
point is?

Ambassador Haass. I think the answer to that is yes in part be-
cause let us be honest about the context he is making his decisions.
He made a heavy investment in Ukraine. His cost-benefit paid off.
He made a heavy investment in Syria. His return on investment—
if we did that on Wall Street, we would be extraordinarily happy.
And his active measures in various elections again have paid off.
So he has taken three fairly big geopolitical risks. In all three, I
would say, his benefits have outweighed his costs. So in order to
change that thinking, we have to persuade him that if he were to
take another big risk again, this time there would be a different
outcome. So it cannot leave a lot of discretion.

And quite possibly Congress will have to take the lead here given
the statements of this President, given his views of Russia. Plus I
do not know—maybe you do—what he communicated in the one-on-
one in Helsinki. So I think the more that we can be explicit about
the cost, the more likely we are to deter.

Ambassador BURNS. Can I just say, Senator, the problem we
have had since 2016 is we have not been clear about what the pen-
alty is or shall be? And so if part of the bill that you may be refer-
ring to or the draft bill that I have read would set out very clearly
what the penalty is—Putin is a rational person. He is opportunistic
but rational. He will understand that those are going to be the pen-
alties. We have got to make sure that he perceives that we are seri-
ous about it. So I do favor that kind of approach.

The CHAIRMAN. And if those penalties affect Europe adversely?
I mean, we are talking around something. You understand there is
no way to hit Russia without hitting Europe. So you are saying hit
Europe too.

Ambassador BURNS. I am not saying that. I think there are ways
to hit Russia with further sanctions against Russian oligarchs,
against Russian economic interests, if they interfere in the mid-
terms or in 2020, that are separate from the kinds of sanctions that
were being talked about on the Nordstream 2 issue.

Ambassador HAASS. We also want to look at Russia’s participa-
tion in the global financial system. Again, we want to narrow them
rather than have Europe to the extent possible—we do not want
Europe to be collateral damage.
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The CHAIRMAN. We are probably going to settle this issue over
the next 3 weeks. Otherwise, there is no reason to settle it. I think
everybody would agree.

So just again, as we move down the road, I am all for the kinds
of things that are being discussed unless we are hurting our
friends also. I think it is easy to throw things around here until
you get into the specifics. Specifics matter because we are going to
be passing laws. Especially when you start talking about a finan-
cial system, you are not just talking Russia. So we have to actually
pass things that have words in them not just tilts towards things.
And I hope that you will be helpful to us over the next 3 weeks
also.

Senator Markey.

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

I would like to turn to an issue which I think we should be talk-
ing about, which is nuclear arms control, so that we reflect the fact
that even at the height of the Cold War, the U.S. and the Soviet
Union were talking about these issues. And I would like to, if I
could, just turn to the New START treaty and its central limits and
the desirability of trying to have that conversation so that we have
an extension of the New START agreement beyond 2021 so that we
do not wind up with no replacement in place and an unnecessary
set of expenditures that are made on both sides that could be put
to better use.

So, Ambassador Burns, Ambassador Haass, I would love to get
your reflections on that.

Ambassador BURNS. Senator, thank you.

You can see in the press there is an ongoing debate, as there
should be, in the Trump administration about what we do, several
different options being discussed publicly.

No question. This is one of the reasons why we have to have an
open channel to the Russians. As we compete with them and sanc-
tion them in some places, we have got to have a discussion about
stability on the nuclear arms front.

The easiest solution that I think is available to us for President
Trump would just be to extend the current treaty and to give us
some time to stabilize that part of the relationship because we have
a very disruptive agenda with the Russians in other places. But
that would be my recommendation at this point.

Senator MARKEY. Ambassador Haass, could you add in any com-
ments you might have on the potential deployment of hypersonic
weapons that we should be talking about with the Russians, the
INF Treaty, the Russian violation of that treaty and what our ac-
tions should be in response? There is some discussion on this side
that perhaps we should pull out of the INF Treaty. What would
you recommend for New START, for these hypersonic weapons, for
INF in terms of the United States and Russia engaging in con-
structive dialogue apart from all of our other disagreements?

Ambassador Haass. I do not want to represent myself as more
of an expert than I am on this.

But, one, I agree. The simple extension of New START is the
least complicated, least—it would be positive. It is the most doable
or realistic option at this point. I do not think this is a moment
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where you want to get ambitious given the overall state of the rela-
tionship.

With INF, given Russian deployments, again I would rather not
toss the treaty out. My instincts are if we have issues with compli-
ance, let us press the issues of compliance. It is one thing to mod-
ernize the American strategic or nuclear arsenal. It is something
else to go ahead with deployments that would not be part of a nor-
mal modernization program simply in response to what we see as
Russian noncompliance or violations of existing agreements. That
is an area of defense spending I would not necessarily encourage.
So my going-in position dramatically would be to look whether we
could bring about what we consider to be compliance. If not, then
I think it is a fair question to look at what our options are and
whether our response is new deployments or we want to respond
asymmetrically.

Senator MARKEY. Again, if I can come back to you, Ambassador
Burns, just to get your reflections upon how important it is to get
ahead of these hypersonic weapons before we get into an additional
race on those issues and the INF Treaty from your perspective,
how important is it, what would you recommend that we do in
order to make sure that we do not go backwards on the already ex-
isting nuclear arms control agreements.

Ambassador BURNS. Thank you, Senator.

On INF, it gets back to Senator Corker’s very good question.
Where do you put the balance? Again, we need the Europeans to
be with us on this. I think that treaty—President Reagan signed
it—still makes sense for us. The Russians are exceeding it. We
need to call them on that. We are going to have to have European
support. So that gets back to your question, Mr. Chairman, if you
sanction the Europeans, you are reducing the probability of suc-
cess.

Senator MARKEY. Which NATO countries would we put at most
immediate risk if we did pull out of the INF Treaty?

Ambassador BURNS. Well, Poland certainly, the Baltic States,
Germany, the states in the east. They are being greatly affected.

I also just wanted to add this one point, Senator. Your question
is going to have to be expanded to artificial intelligence, quantum
computing——

Senator MARKEY. Could you just move to hypersonic weapons,
pleasgz, and how you view that as a potential threat moving for-
ward?

Ambassador BURNS. I am not an expert on hypersonic weapons.
I cannot give you a decent answer to that question.

But I just wanted to say with China and Russia, we have to have
an expanded arms dialogue in these new technologies that if they
get out of control will also be competitive spaces.

Senator MARKEY. Mr. Sloan, hypersonic weapons?

Dr. SL.oaN. No.

Senator MARKEY. Okay, great. Thank you all so much. Thank
you for your service.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor-
tunity. I just want to wrap up some things. I have heard some in-
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teresting comments here today, and so I just want to get the exper-
tise of the panel.

So what happens when a nation is attacked and does not re-
i%poncg? ‘\?Nhat is the likelihood of the aggressor? What are they like-
y to do?

Ambassador HAASS. Senator, is that a rhetorical question?

Senator MENENDEZ. No. It is a question.

Ambassador HAASS. I mean, obviously, it will simply encourage
greater adventurism.

Senator MENENDEZ. Anybody disagree with that?

Ambassador BURNS. I very much agree.

Dr. Sr.oaN. I do too.

Senator MENENDEZ. So I listened to my colleague from Kentucky,
and I find it interesting. Who is going to fight someone who buys
your 0il? Obviously, the Russians have done it to the Ukraine and
others. So energy can be weaponized if you choose to do so. And
I think one of you mentioned that Russia has three different
tranches, you know, its military might, its cyber, and its energy.
So if you want to weaponize it, you can weaponize it. And we have
seen that Russia is willing to weaponize it.

We have seen that Russia has created a series of cyber-attacks
not only against the United States but other Western democracies.
And from my perspective, very little, relatively speaking, has been
done in response to that in a way that sends a clear and unequivo-
cal message that there is a consequence for doing that. And so it
will continue to happen.

So the sanctions legislation—I appreciate some of these insights
here, and of course, an opening salvo on a legislation is never its
final version. We are more than willing to tailor it in terms of some
of the comments the chairman has made. But we have not been re-
sponsive enough to the attacks that we have received as a country,
and in any other iteration, we would clearly consider it an act of
war.

Let me ask you something. NATO enlargement—it is not any
willing aspirant. It is any willing aspirant who is capable and
meets the goals of NATO. Is that a fair statement?

Ambassador BURNS. And that we would all agree by consensus
to admit them. It is our decision.

Senator MENENDEZ. Absolutely.

Ambassador BURNS. It is not just that they are capable.

Senator MENENDEZ. And on this question of Russia and Putin
that we basically stroked the tiger, at the end of the day in the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, all of those former Soviet bloc coun-
tries—we had a choice. We had a choice to say those who are will-
ing and want to move to a liberal democracy, respect for human
rights, and rule of law, you are welcome to join us. And if not, we
would have isolated them actually and pushed them back into the
possibility of a reconstitution of the greater Russia that Putin
seeks. Is that not a fair statement?

Ambassador BURNS. That is exactly the situation we faced. I was
President Clinton’s special assistant on Russia at the time, and
that is how he saw it. That is how President Bush saw it. That is
how President Obama saw it. But 120 million East Europeans liv-
ing between Russia and the West and we had to bring them into
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NATO and the EU simultaneously to cement them in the West.
Wilson talked about this. FDR struggled with it and failed at
Yalta. We succeeded, Republican and Democratic administrations
together in a unified policy over about 20 years. I have no regrets
about this. I think this was a very positive thing to do.

Dr. SLoAN. Could I add to that? In the early 1990s when I was
working for Congress at CRS, I wrote a report for the Congress in
which I asked the question without being an advocated because
CRS people are not supposed to be advocates, but without being an
advocate, I said how can the NATO allies say no to countries that
they have been trying to convince all this time, these decades that
they need to move toward democracy and become Western coun-
tries, and how can we say no to them now? It was a difficult ques-
tion for the United States and the European allies. I think they
made the right answer, the right choice. We did.

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me ask you one last set of questions.

If someone commits or some entity commits a chemical attack
upon another citizen in another country, would we not consider
that an act of terrorism?

Ambassador Haass. The question came up before, and I think it
is state sponsorship or however you want to—state conduct. You
can get into definitions, but the bottom line is we ought to take it
for what it is, which is an unacceptable violent act and we ought
to think about how we respond.

Senator MENENDEZ. And if someone supports or a government
supports another entity that ultimately uses chemical weapons
against its citizens, is that not an act of terrorism?

Ambassador Haass. Absolutely. U.S. policy has been to hold ter-
rorists responsible or those who in any way aid, abet, or facilitate.
We do not draw distinctions between terrorists or the government.

Senator MENENDEZ. Reading the definition of the law, inter-
national terrorism means terrorism involving citizens or the terri-
tory of more than one country. And the term “terrorism” means
premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against
noncombatant targets.

So it seems to me that the designation that we gave North Korea
in this regard was appropriate, and it seems to me that based upon
the actions that Russia has taken in both Syria, as well in chemical
attacks against citizens on foreign soils, that it falls squarely with-
in the ambit. Whether or not it is the right policy is another ques-
tion, but certainly the law seems to be rather clear to me.

Ambassador BURNS. And I would say if you look at the UK nerve
agent attack, it fits that description. It also fits the use of chemical
weapons elsewhere.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you all for your answer.

Ambassador HAASS. Can I just quickly say I think, though, you
asked the right question whether it is the right policy, and we
would want to look at the implications or consequences of it and
whether it would serve the totality of our aims, given what we are
trying to accomplish with Russia, also what we are already doing.
What would be additive about this, and would we welcome what
was additive about it, again, given everything else——

Senator MENENDEZ. I would just like to see us be far more for-
ward leaning in response to the attacks that we have received. And
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Putin, as you have said so aptly, Dr. Haass, is someone who cal-
culates. You know, at the end of the day, his calculations have pay-
off. He gives speeches. He tells you his road map and he pretty
much follows his road map. It seems to me that we need to have
him understand that the calculation is wrong.

Ambassador HAaass. And the most important aspect of his cal-
culation is what he does and how we will react. What will it mean
for his own political position at home? Putin, above all, is about
Putinism and his domestic political base. And what we have to
think about are what would be the things we would say or do that
would raise questions in his mind about his domestic endurance.
That I think gives us as much leverage as anything.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, this has been a great hearing and I thank
you for being here.

I mean, let us face it. This dilemma that the ranking member is
raising and that we have to deal with is—you know, the Russians
and Putin are willing to do things that we are not. I mean, we are
not for logical reasons, for rational reasons, but they do assassinate
people in other countries. They use the military to invade people,
and they use their military to intervene in places like Syria. Let
us face it. We intervened to a degree but not to a degree to have
an effect. So we try to solve this problem with sanctions.

They are able to do things surgically. They interfere with our
elections directly. They create a frozen conflict in Georgia directly.
They take Crimea directly. They create instability in eastern
Ukraine directly. They are intervening in Syria directly. We are not
willing to do those things, at least not to the degree that they are
for good reasons.

And so the tool we use here is sanctions, and sanctions are not
surgical. They end up affecting lots of other people, including our-
selves I might add. Including ourselves.

So I agree with the sentiment here, strongly agree. And let us
face it. The exacerbating problem is we have an administration
that will not even use rhetoric in an appropriate way to push back.
So it frustrates us. We end up in some cases I think doing things
that even go beyond what we would normally do because we have
an administration that we know otherwise is not going to do some
of these things, not even rhetorically. And so here we are in this
situation where we are trying to react in a manner that supports
democratic freedoms and human rights. And I do agree 100 percent
with everyone here other than maybe one Senator, that NATO is
about promoting democracy also and good governance, and there
are other things that come with NATO membership.

So we are in a challenging place here, exacerbated by the role
that the administration is not playing or that they are playing in
helping destabilize Europe. And we have got to figure out how we
react in a manner that does not cut our own nose off to spite our
face and does not blow back on our friends which, by the way—let
us think about this. I mean, blowing back on our friends—even
though it may be painful to a degree to Russia, blowing back on
our friends actually inures to Putin’s benefit. Right? It inures to
Putin’s benefit.

So again, I just want us to be thoughtful as we move down this
road. We do things that have words and have impact, and we did
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a pretty good job on CAATSA. We made some mistakes there. We
did a pretty good job, though. But let us face it. That was also in
reaction to the fact that we have an administration that we did not
feel would take appropriate steps against Russia. So we find our-
selves in a very unusual place.

I do want to say that as it relates to having this group of people
throughout our democracy that have knowledge that have served,
that in some cases have access to intelligence, I hope that by virtue
of you being here today and testifying, that the American people
can see the importance of having people that are not just serving
in the Senate, that are not just serving in an administration, that
have knowledge that is helpful to all of us and will serve in future
administrations to make our country even stronger. We thank you
for being here.

And with that, the meeting is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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