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Transcript: Afghanistan Election Will Be Uniquely Afghani, Powell Says

(Secretary of state asserts goal in Iraq is free, fair election for all Iraqis) (8240)

Secretary of State Colin Powell says the October 9 elections in Afghanistan will be unique to that country.

"This will be their kind of election, an election of a kind they've never really had before," he said, "and they're figuring out how to do it." Millions of Afghans have registered so that they can be part of the election, the secretary said during an October 1 speech to the Atlanta Press Club. Afghan President Hamid Karzai brought his country through a difficult transition, Powell said, and now he is running for office against 16 other men and a woman.

The number of Afghans who have registered to vote has been so high, Powell said, "that if we can get turnout of a significant percentage, it is going to be a solid election that people will see does reflect the attitude, will and a desire of the Afghan people."

Later commenting on the upcoming January 2005 elections in Iraq, the secretary said the goal "is a full, free, fair election for all the citizens." Achieving that goal means making sure "that everybody who wants to vote has the ability to vote ... the access to vote and the ability to get to a polling place," he said.

The 2005 Iraqi elections provide an opportunity for democracy to emerge in a part of the world "where democracy is too rare, [as well as] an opportunity to deal with these insurgents and terrorists so that they cannot cause trouble elsewhere," he said.

Powell was asked during the question-and-answer session about the validity, in retrospect, of his February 5 presentation to the United Nations on Iraq's weapons capabilities and intentions to use them. He said the entire intelligence community had reviewed and approved his remarks and "when[ever] there was a slight difference of opinion," the secretary said he mentioned that difference of opinion as part of his presentation.

Since then, he said there have been indications that that there was some "bad sourcing" of information about Iraq's weapons of mass destruction that should have been caught in advance. "For that I am not only disappointed but I regret that that information was not correct," he said.

However, former Iraq leader Saddam Hussein is in jail, Powell said, and that means there are no more concerns about Hussein's intentions or capabilities with respect to deadly weapons. He also said that a new 1,700-page report by former U.N. weapons inspector Charles Duelfer, scheduled for release October 6, would address this issue in depth.

On the broader subject of nonproliferation, Powell said the United States is working with the international community "to shut down avenues of proliferation." Success in this area, he said, will come from working with friends and partners to ensure that regions such as the Korean Peninsula are nuclear free. Removing nuclear programs from the Korean Peninsula is a matter of concern and requires the involvement of the entire region, he said, not just the United States and North Korea. "I think it is wise foreign policy and ... diplomacy to bring China, Russia, South Korea, [and] Japan into the discussion with North Korea," he added.

On the subject of nuclear proliferation concerns about Iran, he said the way to move forward is to take those concerns to the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, Austria. He also said it may be necessary to take the issue to the U.N. Security Council in November.

In addition, Powell was asked about anti-American sentiment in the world. It is important to do a better job of explaining American policies to the world, he responded. "There is anti-American feeling out there and we are doing a lot to overcome that. We are putting up our own radio and television stations to push back against the voices and images that one sees on the Al-Jazeeras of the world," the secretary said. "We're encouraging all of our ambassadors and more embassy employees to get out and do more," he added.

Powell discussed many more topics including the need for other countries to pursue additional philanthropic work, his desire to see his former hometown of New York City win a bid for the next Olympic Games, and the U.S. goal to bring some 50,000 refugees to America this year.

Following is the transcript of Powell's remarks:
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SECRETARY POWELL:  Thank you very much, Mark, and thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for your welcome.  And please tell Tom that I accept his apology.  I got a copy of the email as well, and wherever I go, Disney World appears.  So I don't know why he felt he had to -- (laughter.)

But it's a great pleasure to be with you and a great pleasure to be back in Atlanta.  Atlanta is a place well known to me.  I had the privilege of being stationed at Fort McPherson some 15 years ago as the Commander of Forces Command, and I still remember the warmth with which I was received into the Atlanta community and became an honorary member of the Rotary Club.

And then after leaving Atlanta after too brief a tour, to become Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and retiring four years later, and then after a bit of time spent writing a book, I began leadership in an organization called America's Promise:  The Alliance for Youth.  And one of the greatest partners that I had in that effort were the Boys and Girls Clubs of America and I was on the board, national board of the Boys and Girls Clubs of America.  And it brought me to Atlanta very often to be with Roxanne Spillett and the leaders of that great movement.

And after speaking earlier this morning at the Southern Center, I then went to a Boys and Girls Club, and at this gymnasium, sat around on the floor with some of the young kids -- they were on the floor, I was on a little stool -- (laughter.)  But it brings me great joy to see these youngsters in Boys and Girls Clubs and some of the facilities, and to see how we take care of youngsters, give them safe places in which to learn and to grow.

I've tried to expand that concept in my work as Secretary of State out to other countries in the world where the philosophy of philanthropy and the culture and ethic of giving is not quite as advanced as it is in our country.  In fact, my staff and I were debating the other how much aid do we really give to the rest of the world?  We give a lot of aid from our government.  There's a lot of aid that comes through the trading activities.  There's a lot of aid that goes to countries from remittances that people working here send back to their homes.  But a huge amount of aid comes from American philanthropists, the Gateses of the world, who share the wealth that they've accumulated in the United States, not just for their own personal benefit or for the benefit of Americans at home, but for the benefit of the world.  And it is that attitude, that spirit that is so uniquely American that I'm trying to make really part of our foreign policy, to encourage nations around the world to move in this direction.

I won't take much time in my opening remarks and give you a long speech.  You can look at the transcript of what I said at the Southern Center earlier to get a full exposition of my views this morning, unless you would like me to speak for the whole period of time and take no questions.  But it's more fun to take questions and give my speech to questions, as you get the pick the question and I get to pick the answer.  (Laughter.)

But I just want to make a couple of points.  Iraq is very much on our mind these days; Afghanistan is fresh in our mind, as they should be.  These are great challenges for us and for the international community, challenges that must be met, challenges that will be met.  And as we work out way, day by day, through the terrible images that intrude upon our lives, whether it would be youngsters who were killed yesterday because they dared to show up at a reconstruction site where we just put in a new sewage system.  Now, these murderers and terrorists targeted that, trying to catch some Americans but knowing they would kill their own fellow citizens.

And then they had two more bombs ready, so that when people came to the rescue the bombs would go off and kill many more.  And they ended up killing 40-something children.  These are murderers.  These are terrorists.  These are not freedom fighters.  These are not people who want to give the Iraqi people a better life.  They are people who want to take Iraq back to the past, back to a time of tyrants and dictatorships, terrorism and suppression of human rights and suppression of people within the country.

And they're not going to be allowed to, not just because the United States said so, but because the international community said so, because the new Iraqi Government said so, because Prime Minister Allawi, who was here last week and spoke with such eloquence across the American political spectrum and Congress and at the White House at the UN, and because our coalition partners -- and more than our coalition partners, because the international community, through the UN, which unanimously passed a resolution a few months ago, 1546, that puts the weight of the international community behind what the Iraqi Interim Government is doing and what the coalition is doing.

NATO, which was fractured last year by the debate over the war, is now, once again, unified and a consensus among 26 nations exists to help the Iraqis train their forces to deal with this kind of challenge.

Everybody that I speak to, whether they were for what happened last year or not for what happened last year, know that we must be successful.  The Iraqi people deserve a chance to select their own leaders.  They deserve a chance for freedom and democracy.  And we're going to give them that chance.  (Applause.)

The same thing exists in Afghanistan.  Three years ago when I went there after the Taliban was driven from power, there was one phone for the whole new government, all of them using one phone.  Money was being moved around in wheelbarrows to pay for a Coke because the currency had been so devalued by the Taliban; they just kept printing money and it was worthless.

People had been driven out of the country.  There were millions of refugees in Pakistan and Iran, and now, just three years later, there are 18 people running for president.  The election is on the 9th of October; seventeen men and a woman running for president.  Mr. Karzai has brought his country through this difficult period, and now he's standing for election.

It's not going to be our kind of election.  This will be their kind of election, an election of a kind they've never really had before, and they're figuring out how to do it.  Ten million people have registered.  Ten million people have said, "We want to be a part of this."  Three million refugees -- imagine this, three million Afghans left camps in Pakistan and Iran to walk home and to be part of their new country, and we helped bring it about.

Is it over?  Are there still challenges there?  Yes.  The al-Qaida elements and the Taliban elements are still trying to reverse this progress, and they can't be allowed to succeed.  We are saddened at the losses, every American, every coalition soldier.  My diplomats are at risk and I've lost diplomats.  We are saddened at the loss of every Iraqi or Afghan who wants to stand up for freedom.

And so this is the challenge of our time, the challenge of this year.  This is a challenge we must meet.  It's not the only challenge we face.  There are others.  Getting the Middle East peace process moving.  Dealing with Iran and North Korea, that you've heard so much about in recent days.  As both candidates said last night, proliferation, nuclear proliferation, is a challenge.  But the way to go about it is to work with our friends and partners, not go pay somebody off, but work with our friends and partners and make sure the North Koreans understand that the whole region, all of its neighbors, say no nuclear weapons on the Korean Peninsula.  And I think it is wise foreign policy and wise diplomacy to bring China, Russia, South Korea, [and] Japan into the discussion with North Korea.

All six of us, to include North Korea, have agreed to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula.  What the debate is now is how to do it and how to do it in a way so that the North Koreans feel that they are secure and they're not going to be attacked.  It troubles them, how to do it in a way that will bring benefits to them, for their people, not the regime.

This is what we're working on.  This is where the difficult task of diplomacy requires patience and requires skill.  And the President has shown that patience and that skill to move this process forward.  My [Chinese] colleague, Foreign Minister Li, was in Washington yesterday and we went out in front of the Department afterwards and spoke about this.  And people asked, "Is the six-party talk the way to go forward?"  And I said certainly, and so did Foreign Minister Li.  We know that this is a matter for the region, and not just for the United States and North Korea.

Similarly with Iran.  I have been in constant communication with my European foreign minister colleagues, the three foreign ministers who had the lead for the European Union, the Foreign Minister of the United Kingdom, the Foreign Minister of France and the Foreign Minister of Germany.  Every move they made, all the discussions they've had with the Iranians over time, I have been a part of.  They tell me what they're going to do.  We talk about it.  We discuss it.  We look at how we can move forward.  We take the problem to the International Atomic Energy Agency.  We get ready to refer it to the Security Council if that is what's going to be required, and it may well be required in November.

And so, we have been reaching out in a multilateral way.  We have been working with our friends and partners.  We have great alliances.  Every time one of these problems comes up, the President takes it to the United Nations.  He took the problem of Afghanistan to the United Nations.  He took the problem of Iraq to the United Nations.  Last year, when he gave his speech at the United Nations General Assembly, he specifically said on the issue of proliferation, we need a UN resolution on proliferation to do something about proliferation, to bring us together.  And we went after that, after the speech.  And before he appeared again this year, we had a resolution on proliferation and we're working with the international community to shut down avenues of proliferation.

We broke the A.Q. Khan network, had its home in Pakistan, and that was spreading this horrible nuclear technology around the world.  We persuaded the Libyans that it is in their best interest that we'll be safer without weapons of mass destruction than they ever were going to be with weapons of mass destruction, a lesson that others should learn in Iran and North Korea and elsewhere and we hope that they will.

We're doing more than just talking about these hard power politics.  We're doing other things that invest in societies around the world, whether it's going after the challenge of HIV/AIDS; 8,000 people a day die from HIV/AIDS.  We have put more money and international efforts than the rest of world combined by a factor of two.  The President announced a new $15 billion program to go after HIV/AIDS.

We're doing a lot with respect to developing countries, whether it's the Millennium Challenge Account, $5 billion a year, beginning in 2006, to invest in those developing countries that have made certain commitments:  1) democracy; 2) rule of law; 3) no corruption; 4) open markets; 5) investing in your people -- education, clean water, electricity, infrastructure, so that you can participate in a 21st century globalizing economy.  And we will help you.  We will help you create conditions that cause trade to come your way, people to invest in your country.

And so, foreign policy these days is very complex.  Some days it's challenging, when you have to deal with an Iraq or an Afghanistan.  Most of the time, it's steady, steady work dealing with countries that are coming out from behind the Iron Curtain or coming out from years of juntas and generals running countries in our own hemisphere.

We're trying to find a way forward with the Middle East peace process.  But every now and then, something happens in your day that makes it all, all worthwhile, makes you realize why we are in a unique place.  This happened to me about, oh, a week or so ago, when one of my assistants asked me to go and congratulate some of our staff members who work on refugees; we had a goal this year to bring in 50,000 refugees.

After 9/11, we were having difficulty keeping up the flow of refugees into this country because of clearances and security and making sure we knew who was coming into the country and we kept missing our goal, but this year we were determined to hit that goal so that the world could see that America hasn't changed.  We still reach out.  We still open our doors.  We still want people here.

Refugees are not immigrants.  They're not like people who have come here normally and gotten a green card and the like.  Refugees are those who have been abandoned, living in camps around the world.  There are so many of them and we bring them to this country and they come with nothing.  They come with nothing, the clothes on their back, usually don't speak the language, and we marry them up with private organizations, with churches, temples or synagogues, with Americans who are willing to reach out and help them.

And they come here and some of the most wonderful stories come out of this.  We're bringing in a lot of the Hmong people, refugees from southeast Asia -- some 12,000, roughly, will be coming into the country this year and they're coming from southeast Asia to Minnesota and Wisconsin in the winter.  This is a cultural shock.  (Laughter.)  And within three years, their kids are going to be kicking soccer balls around.  They're going to be speaking perfect English.  Their families will be adjusting to this cultural change and they will be Hmong-Americans, just like I'm a Jamaican-American, an African-American, call it what you will, and each one of you can hyphenate your name.

It just shows that we are that same country.  We are that same welcoming nation that touches every nation in the world; every nation in the world touches us.  We've got to secure ourselves, we've got to protect ourselves, and we can't let ourselves be changed by this threat, a threat we have to defeat, an enemy we have to take on, but never losing sight of our values because our real position in the world today is determined by whether or not America continues to live the values in which we all believe and which we have proselytized the world with:  democracy, individual rights, open markets, welcoming attitude, a belief that everybody is ordained by an Almighty to live out life in peace and with the opportunity to go as far as your dreams, ability, and willingness to work will take you.

People still look to us and respect that in us.  We are resented often, but we are respected more often.  I go to countries and have to argue about our policies, but usually at some point in the conversation, particularly with young people, they'll ask me about a policy and they'll argue with me about a policy, but about 15 or 20 minutes into the conversation, they'll start asking about America.  They'll start asking, "How did you become Secretary of State?  You're a black guy."

"Oh, yeah, you noticed."  (Laughter.)  Well, you know, it couldn't have happened 50, 100 years ago.  But we're always changing.  We're always growing.  We're always modifying ourselves.  We have taken our diversity and made a source of strength out of it, not a source of weakness.  That's what you ought to be looking at.

They know of our generosity.  They know of our openness.  They're standing in lines in front of all of my embassies wanting visas to come here, to study, to go to hospitals, to go to Disney World.  Come on in, great.

So we are what we always have been:  an open, welcoming country that is facing challenges.  But what we also have always been is a country that can meet challenges and overcome them and not grow weary and faint in the presence of danger, but to prevail.

And in the challenges we're facing now that take so much of our time and energy and we're watching so closely, I assure you we will prevail and we will be successful and Iraq will be better off for it, Afghanistan will be better off for it, and the world will be better off for it.

Thank you.  I'll take your questions.

(Applause.)

MODERATOR:  Mr. Secretary, we have a number of questions and we'll just get to as many as you can accommodate.

The first question is, who is right?  President Bush says the situation is improving in Iraq; Senator Kerry is credited with saying that the situation is worse.  So which one is it?

SECRETARY POWELL:  It's not an either/or.  We have a difficult insurgency that we are dealing with.  The terrorists and the former regime elements do not want to see progress.  But is there progress?  Yes, there is an Iraqi Interim Government that has taken over; it has sovereignty.  All it wants to do is have an election in January.  That's progress.  There is an administrative law that recognizes that recognizes that the Shias are the majority, but it's an administrative law that will lead to a constitution that protects the rights of the minorities -- the Sunnis and the Kurds and others.  That's progress.

A school will be opening up tomorrow.  Municipal elections are taking place.  A sewage system was going in yesterday in one part of the city that was blown up, this celebration was blown up by terrorists.  And so, yes, there is progress.  Yes, we have come a long way in putting in place an interim government of courageous men and women who stand up every day and go out to face the dangers of moving their country along in the face of this kind of insurgency.

And so, what we have to do is deal with those dangers -- not ignore them, not pretend that they are not there and we don't.  The President sees it every day.  He knows better than anyone what it's costing us and how difficult it is.

But we also know that we have good commanders who can get on top of this, we have Iraqis who come out every day to stand in line to become policemen or to join the army, knowing that they are in danger by standing in that line, but they come anyway.

And so it is not either/or.  It is an opportunity to put in place a democracy in the part of the world where democracy is too rare, an opportunity to deal with these insurgents and terrorists so that they cannot cause trouble elsewhere.  And it's a course that we have to stay on and we have to win, and we will win.

MODERATOR:  At the debate last night, Senator Kerry spoke of the idea of preemptive strikes and said, "Here we have our own Secretary of State who has had to apologize to the world for the presentation that he made to the United Nations."

So the question is:  Have you apologized to the world and is that a correct characterization, and what is your comment about Kerry's statement?

SECRETARY POWELL:  As Senator Kerry noted last night, preemption is not a new strategy or a new tactic.  The President has never said it was.  If you look at the President's National Security Strategy published in 2002, you will find that in this 30-odd-page document the concept of preemption is mentioned in about two sentences back in the document, toward the back of the document.  It's a strategy of partnership, it's a strategy of working with allies, it's a strategy of helping people in need -- a thing I just discussed.

But preemption is a technique and a tactic that is always available to a Commander-in-Chief, and if you see a danger, if you see somebody who is coming to strike you, if you think the nation is in danger and you can do something about it, you act.  That's what preemption or prevention means.  The words are used often interchangeably.  And no President would ever go into office thinking that if such a danger was heading his way he wouldn't do everything he could to stop it, prevent it, preempt it.  And that's what I think both of the gentlemen were talking about last night, certainly the President's view of the world.

With respect to the presentation that I gave on the 5th of February of last year, it reflected the best view of the intelligence community.  Not unanimous on every point, always matter of judgment where people disagree.  But that presentation was vetted throughout the intelligence community, and when there was a slight difference of opinion, I mentioned it in my presentation.  But it reflected the considered judgment of the intelligence community with respect to Saddam Hussein's intentions, with respect to weapons of mass destruction, the capability that he still had with respect to weapons of mass destruction, the unanswered questions as to what did he do with biological materials that we know he had, what did he do with other weaponry that we knew he had but hadn't accounted for, why hasn't he answered the questions that had been put to him for 12 years?  That's what the presentation dealt with.

The presentation also dealt with, in a significant way, the information we had concerning stockpiles that we thought he had, that most of the intelligence community, communities of the world, thought he had.  We weren't alone in this.  It was a body of intelligence that had been presented at the Congress, to all the members of the Senate and the House repeatedly.  It was a body of information that caused President Clinton to become so deeply concerned in 1998 that he launched a military action against this capability.  Saddam Hussein is a man who has used these weapons against his own people and against his neighbors.  So he had a history of it, an intention of doing it.  He was hiding things.  He was not responding to the demands of the international community.

And the only thing where we got it wrong and where the presentation did not hold up was actual stockpiles.  We have seen nothing to suggest that he had actual stockpiles.  And Mr. Duelfer, who is working on this for us, will be issuing a report next week and will talk to this point.

So that was not right, and as we have gone back and looked through the intelligence, there are indications that we had bad sourcing and we should have caught some of this bad sourcing.  For that, I am not only disappointed but I regret that that information was not correct.  But if you nevertheless looked at the body of knowledge and intelligence that existed, got in the past -- I've been to the village that he gassed in 1988.  I've met with the survivors and the family members of those who died.  Five thousand people one morning.  Five thousand dead, nerve gas, other forms of gas.  He gassed the Iranians.

He had that history, that record; he never abandoned the intention.  And what is going to become very, very clear after Mr. Duelfer releases his report is that what Saddam Hussein was trying to do was to break out of the sanctions.  He figured if he could hang on and break out of the sanctions, get the UN to look the other way, the international community to say, "Forget about the sanctions," then nobody would be constraining him any longer.  And maybe there are people who feel, at that point, wouldn't have to worry about it, he would never go back and do any of this stuff.

No.  The body of evidence we've come upon is that he would most certainly have gone back.  He was trying to break the sanctions, not for the purpose of applying to be Soldier of the Month, but for the purpose of going back and developing these kinds of weapons.  It was a risk that the President and Prime Minister Blair and Prime Minister Howard and Mr. Berlusconi and Mr. Aznar and so many other world leaders would not take, did not take.  And now he's gone.  He's in jail.  No more mass graves.  No more gassing of people.  No more concerns about that capability or intention.  That's gone.  The only intention the new Iraqi leader has is to lead his country to open, free, fair elections at the end of January of next year.

MODERATOR:  Mr. Secretary, there have been media reports that you will leave your post at the end of this presidential term.  Are those reports accurate?  And if so, does the war on terror affect your decision?

SECRETARY POWELL:  I've made no decision.  Media reports are very often quite accurate -- (laughter) -- very often not accurate, and very often totally unsourced and with no basis in fact.  I serve at the pleasure of the President.  I don't serve a term.  I serve at the pleasure of the President and I am just continuing to serve as Secretary of State to the best of my ability and will not divert from that course.  In due course, the President and I, I'm sure, will talk about it.  But it's been fun to read all of these reports about what I am going to be doing or not going to be doing and what my future is or not, and having decided what I'm going to do, then explain why I'm going to do what somebody has said I'm going to do but it's not accurate.  (Laughter.)

MODERATOR:  Would you ever consider running for President of the United States?  And if not, why not?

SECRETARY POWELL:  No, I considered politics some nine years or so ago, and made a judgment that it was not what I thought was right for me, couldn't bring to it the passion one needs to bring to it, and thought there were other ways to serve the nation.  I've served the nation as a soldier for many years.  At that time, I was getting ready to serve the nation again, as, in my youth and volunteer work and I think I have made a contribution there, and then the opportunity came with President Bush to serve as Secretary of State and I was pleased to serve the nation again.  There are many ways to serve the nation, and in my life, the judgment I have made is I would serve it best in other capacities than elected office.

MODERATOR:  Would the United States consider elections in Iraq a success if places like Fallujah were under martial law and those residents did not vote?

SECRETARY POWELL:  I think we have to keep our eye on the goal, and that is to make sure that everybody who wants to vote has the ability to vote, has the access to vote and the ability to get to a polling place.  It's going to be difficult.  There are parts of the country now where that's going to be a snap.  There will be no problem.  As Prime Minister Allawi said when he was in Washington last week, roughly 14 or 15 of the 18 provinces of Iraq could probably have a safe, secure election tomorrow -- not to say there won't be an incident at a polling place or somebody isn't going to try to disrupt things, but the election would go forward.

The Sunni triangle in the middle is where we have the problem.  That's where the insurgency is raging.  Our troops are in serious battle today in Samarra to take that city back from the insurgents and they're having some success, initial reports suggest.  And so, over the next several months, you will see us working alongside the Iraqi forces, take control of these cities again so that everybody will have a chance to participate in the election.

It will not be a totally quiet day when that day comes.  I'm sure that they will be doing everything they can to keep it from happening.  That's what's happening now.  And before we transferred sovereignty back to the Iraqis at the end of June, we knew, we said, we analyzed and we have conveyed to the American people and to the world that this insurgency is probably going to get worse because with Iraqis back now in charge and heading toward an election this will say to the insurgents, "You'd better try to stop this while you can because once there is an election, the people have spoken."  It gets that much harder to have any kind of justification for what we're doing.  There is no justification for it now.

And so, our goal is a full, free, fair election for all of the citizens of Iraq.  It will be a difficult mission to achieve, but that is what our goal is.  Anything less than that would take away from the election, might not make it an invalid election, but we're looking for the whole country to participate and the Iraqi Government is working toward that end and we're working with them and the UN is playing an important role in all of this.

MODERATOR:  President Bush is talking about 10.5 million Afghans registering to vote.  Isn't that number higher than the number of eligible voters, and are we encouraging voter fraud?

SECRETARY POWELL:  I've been reading about this.  It's a higher number than I thought we would have.  I think it is an honest number.  I think it reflects an outpouring of desire on the part of the Afghan people to participate.  The UN has been monitoring and supervising all of this.  I have been to a registration place for women and I have seen how the process is done and how documentation is checked.  Certifications are made and registration cards are given out.

I don't know if the number is inflated in any way or not.  I do know, however, with absolute assurance, that the response to the opportunity for registration has been so great that if we can get turnout of a significant percentage, it is going to be a solid election that people will see does reflect the attitude, will, and desire of the Afghan people.  Eighteen candidates are running for office.  The election will be held on the 9th, next week, end of next week.  President Karzai is one of the 18 candidates.  One of the candidates is a woman.

We can argue about whether more people registered than we expected or not.  Just go back three years and consider how many were registering when the Taliban were in charge, how many women were out thinking about registering when the Taliban were in charge, how many girls were going to school when the Taliban were in charge, how many kids were being educated when the Taliban were in charge -- very few.

And so, we've come one long way in three years in Afghanistan and we should be proud of what we've done and the Afghans should be proud of what they have been able to do.  And we will see on the afternoon of the 9th of October or a couple of days afterwards, when all of the boxes have come in, some 25,000 polling places are involved in all of this and it has been looked at by independent observers and the UN will be there in considerable presence.  I'm confident we'll have an election that will stand the test of evaluation and examination.

MODERATOR:  This is kind of a long question, so I'm going to condense it just a little bit, with your permission.  Are our troops well prepared for biowarfare, given the sales of anthrax, botulism, plague, and dozens of other fatal pathogens to Iraq in the '80s and the '90s?  And what extra steps are we taking to protect our troops against biowarfare, which we failed to take in the first Gulf War?

SECRETARY POWELL:  I don't think we failed to protect our troops in the first Gulf War.  They went in fully prepared for a chemical environment and no chemical weapons were used against them, but we discovered chemical weapon stocks, also not a figment of our imagination.  He had chemical weapons about 20 years ago.  He had them at the time of the first Gulf War; didn't use them.  We found those stocks and destroyed them.

With respect biological weapons, we have never gotten all of the answers we wanted to get from Saddam Hussein and we still don't have all of the answers we would like to have with respect to what toxins he kept around, what materials he had.  But I think the evidence so far suggests that our troops are in no danger from any of these materials.  There are vaccination programs in the Armed Forces.  I'd yield to my friends in the Pentagon to give you the state of play of those vaccination programs.  It's been a mixed picture.  But I do not think that our troops are in danger of biological warfare agents that might still be in the country and that they might be exposed to.

After the first Gulf War, a number of our youngsters took ill and we're still trying to get to the bottom of what that syndrome was all about.  But I've seen nothing to suggest it was as a result of being in contact with either depleted uranium or -- which our shells are made of -- or being in contact with any biological agents.

MODERATOR:  How do you respond to Senator Kerry's charge that the U.S. outsourced the search for Usama bin Laden to Afghan warlords?

SECRETARY POWELL:  The charge has been made on a number of occasions by various people that they knew exactly where Usama bin Laden was on the day a particular battle took place in a location called Tora Bora.  Our military commanders are good, and I don't know all the details of that battle, but I think it's a stretch to say that somebody knew he was there and they knew it at the time the battle was going on so that we'd know how to go get him.

And so, I can assure you that we are looking for Usama bin Laden.  The Pakistanis are being very active along their side of the border between Pakistan and Afghanistan chasing al-Qaida and Taliban elements.  They recognize that this is a threat to them as well as a threat to Afghanistan and a threat to us.

But with respect to a specific tactical operation and who might have been in Tora Bora that day or not, I have no reason to believe that our commanders mishandled that.  I don't know what they knew about who might be there or not there.  What they're trying to do is work with the allies of the resistance, the Northern Alliance and others, and the emerging Afghan forces who were in the area at that time.  But I don't have the details of the battle to a level of knowledge and precision that I can go back in time and tell you what was there.  Maybe others are serendipitous enough to do that.  I'm not.

MODERATOR:  Last question I'm told we have time for.  Your hometown of New York City is bidding for the 2012 Olympics.  One of the challenges that that bid faces is anti-U.S. sentiment abroad.  How can the U.S. Government help and encourage the bid to overcome this sentiment, and would you be willing to work for the New York City Olympic bid?  (Laughter.)

SECRETARY POWELL:  I have.  I've already taped a promotional for the New York City bid.  I have written letters to my foreign minister colleagues in various parts of the world saying that New York is a great town, my hometown.  I've told them that we know how to do an Olympics -- (laughter) -- in the United States of America.  Atlanta has certainly proven that, as has Salt Lake.  And I hope New York will win the Olympic bid.

Now, we have to do a better job in taking our case to the world and explaining our policies to the world.  There is anti-American feeling out there and we are doing a lot to overcome that.  We're putting up our own radio and television stations to push back against the voices and images that one sees on the Al-Jazeeras of the world.  We're encouraging all of our ambassadors and more embassy employees to get out and do more.

Iraq is an overhanging problem.  The Middle East peace process is an overhanging problem on attitudes toward the United States.  But I still find as I go around the world that people do respect us, people want America to be successful.  They think a successful America is a benefit to them and to the world.

If you look at the Arab world, for example, where some of this anti-American attitude is so prevalent, and even though it's real -- I can't deny it -- yet last Friday morning I was able to sit in the Waldorf-Astoria with 28 nations present, most of them from the broader Middle East and North Africa region, and the G-8 industrial nations present, to talk about reform and modernization in the Middle East.  I was the chair.  My co-chair was the Moroccan Foreign Minister.

So the American Secretary of State and the Moroccan Foreign Minister co-chairing this group of leaders from the Middle East, North Africa and the industrialized world, talking about reform in the Middle East and North Africa, not America's plan for your reform, but what are your plans for reform and modernization?  And how can we help you?  We're not here to impose.  We're here to help.

And guess what?  They all listened quietly and patiently.  They exchanged views.  They argued.  We argued with each other.  We had some business people there who looked across the room and said the major challenge in our part of the world is unemployment, unemployment of young Arabs who need jobs.

So while we have problems, while we may be mad about Iraq and while we are waiting for a solution in the Middle East peace process, we've got to have development, modernization, education of our young people, opening up our societies to women so they can participate in our societies.  We've got to move forward.  And if the G-8 industrialized world, to include the United States, wants to help us in partnership based on our plans, then let's do so.

So even though we do get this sort of anti-American attitude, at the same time, I find so many of our friends around the world, so many of the nations where these attitudes exist in the population, still reach out to work with us for a better life for their people and for a better world for their people.  And so we have to press back, put our message out.

And a place like New York City, the world knows what New York is all about.  They saw the resiliency of that city after 9/11 and how that city came back.  They saw how that city now is, once again, a welcoming place, a place where you can come and have a good time.  They'll put on a great Olympics and you will be welcomed in America.  You'll be welcomed in New York City.

We've had to clamp down on some of our visa policies and we have had to secure our homeland.  We didn't know who was coming into the United States.  We didn't know where they were.  We didn't know when they left.  It's not unreasonable for us to know these facts and to protect ourselves.  We've done that.  We're getting better at it.  We've got a long way to go, but under the leadership of Tom Ridge in Homeland Security and John Ashcroft and your humble State Department, we're working hard to get on top of that and improve our system and to make it easier to get a visa but to make sure we know who got the visa and where you are.

And so, we want a secure border but we want open doors, and that's going to be the case in New York City.  We're going to be secure.  We went New York to be secure and we want people coming to New York to be secure and safe.

And so, come to New York and enjoy yourself.  I was there last week.  I had a ball.  (Laughter.)  I left the Waldorf-Astoria last Monday afternoon, arriving a little early, a beautiful fall afternoon in New York -- doesn't get any better, except a fall afternoon in Atlanta.  (Laughter.)  I'm a little politician still.  (Laughter.)   Beautiful fall afternoon in New York and I left the Waldorf and I started walking up Park Avenue and Madison Avenue, 40 blocks up and 40 blocks back, stopping on the corner of 62nd and Madison to get a hot dog out of one of those great stands on the corner, with that unique red onion mixture that you can only get on a New York hot dog.

And so I'm standing there with the guy who owns the pushcart.  He's an immigrant, speaks no English.  He looks at me -- (laughter.)  I'm not sure if he thought I was either Colin Powell or Amre Moussa, the head of the Arab League.  (Laughter.)  I think he even said -- I'm like, "No, no, no, not Amre Moussa."

And he was just standing on the corner, happy as can be, safe as can be, far away from wherever he came from.  But he was making his way in this world in America.  He was making his way in the world in America because we and New York said, "Come on, come here.  What do you want to do?"

And, you know, his kids will be doing something better.  They will have gotten an education just like I did after my parents came to New York City.  And he'll be successful and his kids will be successful.  He may eventually learn the language.  That didn't stop him.  He didn't think New York was inhospitable or forbidding or not safe, not secure.  And where else in New York City, where else in America, where else in the world -- I should say only in New York City, maybe Atlanta -- can you come to this country, get yourself a hot dog stand on a fall afternoon, be standing on the corner of 62nd and Madison, and sell a hot dog to the Secretary of State of the United States of America?  (Laughter and applause.)

I gave the guy a one dollar tip, paid two dollars for a one dollar hot dog, had a great time, thinking it was terrific.  And the New York Post got the story and printed it the next day.  (Laughter.)

MODERATOR:  Mr. Secretary, on behalf of the Atlanta Press Club and the Commerce Club, thank you very much for visiting with us today.  You are always welcome to come back here, and maybe by the time of your next visit Tom Johnson will not be at Disney World, or maybe we'll just all meet at Disney World next time, okay?

SECRETARY POWELL:  Thank you.

(end transcript)

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Transcript: Powell Welcomes Belgium's Support in Afghanistan, U.N. Effort in Iraq

(Briefs press with Belgian Foreign Minister De Gucht after their meeting) (1640)

Secretary of State Colin Powell thanked Belgian Foreign Minister Karel De Gucht October 1 for Belgium's support in Afghanistan and for the United Nations effort in Iraq.

During a joint press briefing with De Gucht after their meeting at the State Department, Powell acknowledged disagreements with Belgium over the past year or two "on selected issues, such as universal competency law and some issues with respect to Iraq."

Under a Belgian human rights law since repealed, anyone could sue any party, including U.S. officials for human rights violations. Belgium also criticized the U.S.-led intervention in Iraq.

Powell said these disagreements have now been cleared up and Belgium and the United States now look to a future with many possibilities for cooperation.

De Gucht likewise expressed himself "pleased that the problems have been solved."

Asked about Democratic presidential candidate John Kerry's criticism of the Bush Administration for not sufficiently reaching out to allies, Powell said that in fact his instructions from President Bush are "to work with our friends and allies; to get more and more nations involved in any way that they can be involved."

Powell acknowledged "serious disagreement" on the part of Europeans with the U.S. intervention in Iraq. He expressed the hope that free elections in Iraq and Afghanistan will change European attitudes "and the world will see that what we did was justified and turned out to be correct."

Following is the State Department transcript:
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SECRETARY POWELL:  Well, good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.  It's a great pleasure for me to have received my new Belgian colleague, Foreign Minister Karel De Gucht.  I look forward to working with him in the weeks and months ahead.

It is no secret that there were some disagreements over the past year or two with Belgium on selected issues, such as universal competency law and some issues with respect to Iraq.  But those have been cleared up, and we're looking to a future where we have even more opportunities to cooperate with each other, to work with each other in our common cause against terrorism, in our common cause to see a Europe that is whole, free and united.

I look forward to working with the Minister in NATO councils, and we'll be seeing a lot of each other as well through our discussions and meetings on the European Union -- the United States with the European Union.

I thanked the Minister also for the support that Belgium has provided to our mutual efforts in Afghanistan and the willingness Belgium has shown to help with the UN effort in Iraq as well.

And so, Karel, it's a great pleasure to have you here, and congratulations again.  And I look forward to working with you and I invite you to say a word.

FOREIGN MINISTER DE GUCHT:  Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.  We haven't discussed that much about the past, but concentrated ourselves on the future.  Now, with respect to the past, I am very pleased that the problems have been solved, notably about the universal competence, because I have always understood your irritation in this specific topic.

Talking about the future, and notably about Iraq, I think we both agreed that it is very important that we get to elections at the foreseen date in January because that's probably the only way to give more legitimacy to the government and the parliament that will come out of these elections, and also the constitution that afterwards will be drafted by the newly elected parliament that will have to take into account the specific situation of Iraq with several minorities and a majority, so the whole play of checks and balances that will have to be discussed by them.

We also agree that it is very important that, at short notice, the major part of the security forces should be handed over to Iraqis, and that's the training of the army, and notably the staffing of the army is very important.

So we concentrated on the future, also on the region of the Great Lakes where I discussed this morning with Ms. Connie Newman in depth what we should do in the forthcoming months.  We agreed that we have not only the same analysis, but that we also are thinking about the same steps to be taken in the months to come.

SECRETARY POWELL:  I only have time for a question or two.

QUESTION:  Is Senator Kerry correct that the Administration doesn't reach out to the allies, to its allies as avidly as maybe it should?

SECRETARY POWELL:  Last week at the United Nations, I think, made it clear that the President is interested in reaching out to allies and to reaching out to our partners and friends on all issues of mutual interest, all the challenges that the world is facing.

As the President noted in the debate last night, I'm working with the Prime Minister of the Interim Iraqi Government, Mr. Allawi, to have a meeting with neighbors of Iraq and the G-8 next month in the region.

I must say that last week I had a meeting with all 25 members of the European Union.  I met with all sorts of different groupings of friends and allies; and we discussed Iraq, we discussed Afghanistan and we discussed the Sudan at length.  So the United States is committed to working with friends and partners because there's more than enough here for all of us to do.

So I don't accept that characterization.  Every time we have faced one of these challenges, the United States has not acted unilaterally.  We have gone to the United Nations.  We have gone to the international community.  That's what we're doing with respect to proliferation activities in Iran.  It's what we're doing with respect to the North Korean program.  It's what the President did when he went to the United Nations on the 12th of September 2002.

And we will continue to work with our friends and allies, and we should not denigrate the contribution that any of our friends and allies are making to this effort.  And now NATO, all 26 nations of NATO, have come together.  Even those who seriously disagreed with ou r position in taking this to war last year realize that NATO has a role to play in helping to train the new Iraqi military so that they can bring conditions of stability and security and peace to the country and go forward with free elections.

And so my instruction from the President:  to work with our friends and allies; to get more and more nations involved in any way that they can be involved.  Sometimes it's a financial contribution.  Sometimes it's political support.  It doesn't mean we get a blank check from them.  When they disagree with us, they tell us.  We expect friends and allies to tell us when they disagree with us.  We try to work our way through those disagreements.  Sometimes we can't.  That does not cause them to no longer be allies and friends.  We have all been through much together over the years that pulls us together, and that which pulls us together is much stronger than that which occasionally pushes us apart.

QUESTION:  Mr. Secretary, Belgium was --

SECRETARY POWELL:  Excuse me.  Belgium?

QUESTION:  Belgium was one of the fiercest critics of the war in Iraq.  If you see now the situation now in Baghdad, don't you feel that Belgium was right to voice its criticism?

SECRETARY POWELL:  Belgium was certainly free to voice its criticism.  The only thing I would say is that the mission we went in to accomplish, which was to eliminate a dictatorial regime, a tyrant who had gassed his own people, who had gassed his neighbors, who had the intention and capability of having weapons of mass destruction -- we now learn he did not have stockpiles but there's no doubt in the mind of any of us that once relieved of sanctions or international pressure, those stockpiles would have reappeared since he was no longer under observation or control by the international community -- and we believe that we have now given the Iraqi people an opportunity for a better future.  That's why we are working hard with the new interim government to drive forward toward elections.

If we had not taken those actions, then Saddam Hussein would still be in Baghdad, the people of Iraq would still be suffering under the tyrant, we'd still be arguing whether or not there were or were not weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, or whether the intention and capability remained or did not remain.

And so yes, there was serious disagreement.  There is still serious disagreement today because the people of Europe, by polling results, did not approve of our action.  But I hope they will see in due course that when the people of Afghanistan and the people of Iraq -- two different cases, but the similarity is that 55 million people in those two countries are now moving forward toward free elections.  When those free elections are held and when they are able to stand on their own two feet and defend themselves against these terrorists and murderers and insurgents, I hope attitudes will change and the world will see that what we did was justified and turned out to be correct.  But the proof is in the election and the accomplishments that I know lay ahead.

Thank you very much.

(end transcript)

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Transcript: Armitage Predicts Greater Stability for Iraq after Elections

(Says Iran and Syria have interest in a stable Iraq) (3560)

Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage says the elections in Iraq in January will be a turning point away from violence and toward a more secure, stable and representative government.

"Regarding violence, ... it's going to be worse, we think, through the elections. But once those elections are established, we think the people of Iraq will have spoken and will be on the way to a more secure, stable and representative government," Armitage said in an interview with Al Arabiya television September 30.

Armitage said the stabilization of Iraq requires efforts by Iraq's neighbors, backed by the G8 countries, to stop weapons and insurgents from crossing borders. He added that it is time for Iraq's neighbors to make good on their pledges of financial assistance to Iraq.

The deputy secretary said he believes it is in Iran's interest to have a stable, peaceful government in Iraq that does not threaten Iran. He said by helping stabilize Iraq, Iran would hasten the departure of U.S. and coalition troops from Iraq.

Regarding Syria, Armitage said the dialogue between Washington and Damascus has warmed recently, with Syria expressing greater willingness to seal its border with Iraq, but he said Syria's words have to be matched by actions.

Commenting on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Armitage said he agrees with British Prime Minister Tony Blair that the peace process needs to be invigorated. But he cautioned that nothing can be achieved in Israeli-Palestinian negotiations until the Palestinians bring terrorism under control and Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat empowers his prime minister to negotiate.

Armitage said the United States welcomes Israel's plans to withdraw from Gaza and four settlements on the West Bank. 

Commenting on reforms in the broader Middle East, Armitage said the United States is eager to help countries that desire change.

"[W]e do have the ability of some money to support civil society, to support transparency, to support good governance. Where? Countries in the region who want it," Armitage said.

Asked about the poor image of the United States in Muslim countries, Armitage said that people in the Middle East dislike U.S. policies, not Americans.

He said the Israeli-Palestinian question, differences of opinion over Iraq and domestic problems, such as unemployment, lack of transparency in business and corruption in government, contribute to anti-American sentiment.

Following is the transcript of Armitage's interview with Al Arabiya:
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MR. MELHEM:  Sir, you said recently that the insurgents in Iraq were trying to influence the American elections.  Are you implying that they would like to defeat President Bush?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I'm implying that they're trying to do to our elections what they think they did to the Spanish elections, and try to, through that, break our will.  And further, this won't stop -- this violence won't stop with our election because the insurgents are equally committed to stopping elections in Iraq.

MR. MELHEM:  And do you think the elections will take place on time?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I sure do.

MR. MELHEM:  Sir, every intelligence estimate and every independent assessment of the situation in Iraq paint a grim picture, at least for the immediate future, of Iraq.  And yet President Bush and other officials keep saying that the Iraqis are better off, that Iraq is a better place, that the region is a better place, and that the Americans are safer.  How could you square that with this current bleak situation on the ground?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, first of all, it's not only President Bush who is saying that.  Prime Minister Allawi said it last week here in Washington and in London.  And just today I met with Minister Mahdi, the Finance Minister, and he reiterated that same thing.

Regarding violence, we certainly expected violence, and as Secretary Powell said, it's getting worse.  And it's going to be worse, we think, through the elections.  But once those elections are established, we think the people of Iraq will have spoken and will be on the way to a more secure, stable and representative government.

MR. MELHEM:  Were there miscalculations concerning the situation in Fallujah or in Najaf?  I mean, did the United States do anything politically or militarily on the ground that allowed the situation to fester -- ?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, I mean, they're two different situations, it seems to me.  And the short answer to, did we do anything wrong?  I'm sure we did.  And I'm sure history will, and scholars will pore over this for years to judge just what we did wrong and what we did right.

But I don't see parallels between the two cities.  Najaf, I think, was handled quite skillfully.  The Iraqi battalions, with military force, brought enough pressure to bear where the Mahdi militia and Muqtada al-Sadr had to negotiate; and it allowed Grand Ayatollah al-Sistani to be successful in a negotiation where he had failed (inaudible).

The question of Fallujah is an ongoing one, but sooner or later it's going to have to be dealt with, and the coalition forces are shaping the battlefield now.

MR. MELHEM:  What would you like to see the upcoming International Conference on Iraq to achieve, by way of concrete measures in the areas of stabilization, as well as in the area of reconstruction?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, I think, first of all, in terms of stabilization, all the neighbors of Iraq, backed up by the G-8, have to commit themselves to stopping cross-border incursions -- not just slowing them down or trying a little bit to stop them, but actually stopping them -- and let the future of Iraq be determined by Iraqis, not by foreign fighters who are killing Iraqis even today in the enlarged numbers.

Beyond that, in terms of reconstruction, several of the neighbors have pledged some money.  I think it's about time for them to come forward with those pledges to match the United States and Japan and others who are moving out rather expeditiously.

MR. MELHEM:  The United States accuses Iran and Iraq -- Syria, excuse me -- Syria and Iran in meddling in Iraqi affairs, or helping the existence of the terrorists.  What would you like to -- what would you expect from those two states, who are going to be in that conference?  And will there be any incentives for both of them to cooperate?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I think the incentive is the following:  They, it seems to me, want an Iraq which is stable, peaceful and not a threat to the neighbors; and Iraq of the past has certainly been a threat to Iran.  Iran's best course of action, it would seem to me, would be to support the Government of Iraq.  In that way, they would be more likely to get the Americans and coalition troops out more quickly. 

Regarding Syria, we've seen the beginning of a little change of attitude, at least in the discussions we've had:  my colleague, Bill Burns, of course, in Damascus; Secretary Powell met with his colleague, Farouk Shara in New York.  And at least the words are a little different.  We've had some tripartite meetings to discuss ways to shore up the border; and if Syria is sincere and puts actions behind her, there are ways that not only Iraq will be better off, but I think U.S.-Syrian relations could be better off.

MR. MELHEM:  You anticipated my question.  I mean, given those talks that just ended in Damascus, and in addition to the political talks that occurred before in New York, the State Department said that the Syrians agreed to take some measures concerning borders.  And what are we talking about here?  What kind of measures you're talking about?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well --

MR. MELHEM:  And are you going to give them, like, some time for these measures to --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Sure.  These measures can't be introduced overnight.  But I think that since the tripartite meeting with the Iraqis and the coalition forces, it would be quite obvious when the Syrians are being sincere and putting efforts forth.

But beyond that, for the United States and Syria to have a better relation, I think that Syria needs to carefully pay attention of the UN Security Council Resolution 1559, and what's contained therein.

MR. MELHEM:  You anticipated another question, too.  Notwithstanding --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  You and I have been doing this for a long time.  (Laughter.) 

MR. MELHEM:  Notwithstanding Security Council 1559, to the contrary, the Syrians pushed for the extension of President Lahud's term in Lebanon.  What would the United States like to see in Secretary Kofi Annan's report in the next few days on this issue?  And will you contemplate introducing another, tougher resolution?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, this is something that we're discussing with our colleagues, and I think we have done up in the United Nations.  I think, though, we have to acknowledge that there have been some changes and some forces have apparently been moved, some Syrian forces.  I'm not sure we understand fully the parameters of that move, and certainly the tenets of the UN Security Council Resolution 1559 also called for Syria to get out of the internal politics of Lebanon.  Now, that's a decision that Syria apparently hasn't reached yet.

It's not over, and we'll be able to judge further as we move forward.  I think there's some motion; but whether there's enough, I don't think so yet.

MR. MELHEM:  Some in Lebanon feel that potential cooperation between Washington and Damascus on the Iraq border issue would be at Lebanon's expense and at Lebanon's sovereignty.  Would you like to allay their concerns -- I mean --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I think I just did by raising it myself.  The actions to help Syria -- or, excuse me, to help Iraq, would be dramatically in Syria's interest.  But I want to point out in the same breath that that's good but not sufficient; Syria also should remove herself from Lebanon.  The Taif Accords took place, what, 15 years ago?  It's high time.

We do understand that Syria has a strategic interest in the future of Lebanon, but it's how she puts forth that interest that concerns us.  And interfering with Lebanese politics, having troops stationed at a Lebanese (inaudible), is not something that we, and I think most of the Middle East find desirable.

MR. MELHEM:   You have a number of differences with the Syrians, beyond the Iraqi border:  the issue of terrorism, the issue of Hezbollah, the issue of -- is there anything new in these recent talks that -- you know, did you hear anything from the Syrians that's different than what you've heard in the past?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I think that -- when I say there was a new tone, I think that they appear to be more sincere, and the Secretary had probably the best meeting with Farouk Shara that he's had during his tenure.  But I say we're skeptical because we've, on occasion, heard some good words before.  

So, we like that.  It's a good thing.  But let's have some action to show that you're sincere.  And at the end of the day, it's necessary, we believe, they have to crack down on Hezbollah and Hamas.

MR. MELHEM:  Sir, British Prime Minister Tony Blair said that after the American elections, he will push for intensification of the peace process.  And he's saying essentially what a lot of people are saying, that this is best way of beating terror in the region.

Assuming President Bush will be reelected, will we see similar intensification on this side of the Atlantic, or just keep reiterating the position concerning the roadmap and others?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  No, I think, first of all, I agree with Tony Blair that we should have a reinvigoration of the peace process, and certainly that's Secretary Powell's view.  I do expect that the President will be reelected, and he will be able to put some energy into this.

But I wouldn't agree that the question of the Intifada is solely the problem of terrorism, that that's the only root cause of terrorism.  In one of our meetings last week in New York on the Forum of the Future, one of the most interesting comments was from a businessman from the Middle East who said, "Let's not kid ourselves.  The ticking time bomb in most of our countries in the Middle East is unemployment, men and women who don't have hopes for their own future."  This what we have to get at.  So there are several root causes for terrorism.

MR. MELHEM:  The Palestinian Prime Minister Ahmed Qurei, on the fourth anniversary of the Intifada, called on the Palestinians as well as the Israelis to reassess some of their assumptions and some of their approaches.  Secretary Powell has called for the end of the Intifada.  

Don't you think also, maybe, the time has come for the United States, maybe, to take another critical look at some of its own approaches, in the sense that, well, you know, the roadmap is fine, but it's not clear as to the end when the Palestinians will get a state of their own and a few other things that are still not clear for the Palestinians?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, I think things are becoming more clear for the Palestinians.  I did see Abu Alaa's statement and, as the Prime Minister, I grieve for the lives, Palestinian and Israeli, who were lost during this intifada.  But the fact remains that thousands and thousands have died.  The state of Israel is not being defeated militarily and the Palestinians are no closer to having a state.

So I've noticed that the Prime Minister's statement came on the heels of what I've seen, that there's a great deal of introspection, and intra-spection, in Palestinian literature, media, newspapers, calling into question whether their approach was right.  We have said for a long time for Israel to negotiate, they have to have valid interlocutors; and unless Mr. Arafat will empower Abu Alaa, as he did not empower Abu Mazen, we can't be successful.

MR. MELHEM:  You keep reiterating, you and everybody else, every senior official in this government, the feasibility of the roadmap.  And yet Mr. Sharon, Israeli Prime Minister, recently said that after the withdrawal from Gaza, he is not committed to the roadmap, essentially.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I think that --

MR. MELHEM:  And he uses some rather explicit language in this regard.  He is reinforcing the fears of many observers, not only the Palestinians, that this will be Gaza first and last, and some minor changes in the West Bank, but that's it.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, the removal of Israelis from Gaza, from four settlements on the West Bank, as far as we're concerned, is a great thing if it is not the final step.  It has to completely consistent with the roadmap; it's the only map out there.  That is our view, and it's the British view, it's the Quartet's view; and we will continue to hold that view and to talk with Israel about it.

I think it would be a mistake to halt if we have a successful disengagement from Gaza, from the four settlements on the West Bank.  We take the point of view that this might be something that could give enough confidence to the state of Israel that we might be able to have meaningful negotiations.  But it all depends on whether our Palestinian friends can step up to managing the security situation, the economic situation and the political situation in Gaza and in the four West Bank settlements.

MR. MELHEM:  The meeting in New York, G8 and the Broader Middle Eastern states, where are we now in implementing some of the American proposals and initiatives (inaudible) MEPI and the other initiatives?  And what did you hear from the Arab states that was somewhat encouraging?  Because you mentioned that you met with some Bahraini officials.  There was a crackdown on civil liberties in Bahrain recently.  I mean, how can you deal with these issues?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, I think what encouraged us, first of all, so many nations came, so many nations participated, and it was completely free of rhetoric.  And everyone in the region, to a greater or lesser degree, has change going on in their society, has change going on in their business communities, has change going on even sometimes in governmental processes.  I note that Saudi Arabia is talking about municipal elections, will have them for the first time.  So in every country there is change.

So our proposals are simple.  We want to support those changes where the governments and the people of the countries in the Middle East find it helpful.  We're not going to come in -- we don't have the recipe to cook the cake in the nicest possible way; but we do have the ability of some money to support civil society, to support transparency, to support good governance.  Where?  Countries in the region who want it.

So I would take issue with the way you asked the question about American proposals.  We propose simply to help those who are already helping themselves. 

MR. MELHEM:  But the President said that over the last sixty years you didn't push enough, especially with our friends in the region, to respect human rights -- 

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  This is what we hear from friends in the region.  We are criticized for not pushing hard enough on human rights.  What the President was saying was simply a reiteration of what we hear day in and day out from many in the region.  

MR. MELHEM:  Okay, one final question.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Sure.

MR. MELHEM:  Last time we talked about public diplomacy.  

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Yes.

MR. MELHEM:  Every opinion poll shows in the Arab world and Muslim world, even Europe, shows that there is a growing negative assessment of U.S. policies since President Bush took over.  How would you -- do you have a sense as to why people look at the United States today in such a negative way?  Is it because of American policies misunderstood?  Is it because of American policy inherently not necessarily positive for those societies?  And how do you deal with it as an American official?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I acknowledge that our image, America's image in the Muslim world, has been terribly damaged, and I do differentiate that from the anti-Americanism, which is a separate -- 

QUESTION:  That's true.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I don't think that people in countries in the Middle East dislike Americans, but they do not, as you suggest, like our policies.  

So I think it's complicated.  One, it has to do with the Israel-Palestinian question, no question about it.  And I think it has to do with some differences of opinion over Iraq.  But more broadly, there is also a frustration.  There is a frustration that the United States can actually do things alone.  So then I think -- and we don't want to, and this is not our desired course of action.  I think that's frustrating.

Finally, I think some of this anti-American policy is a sign of frustration that exists in the region because some citizens, as that businessman suggested in New York, realize that their own futures are somewhat at question.  I mean, unemployment, a lack of transparency in business, corruption in the government, it leads them to lash out.  Maybe rather than lashing out at their own governments, they're lashing out at us.  So it's a complicated reason; but the bottom line is it leads to anti-American policies, certainly.

We're doing a great deal of outreach, as I mentioned to you earlier.  I just came immediately from meeting 17 jurists from Bahrain, where we had an exchange of views.  They have the rule of law.  They have been explaining to us what they do and why they do it that way, and we've been explaining to them what we do and why we do it that way.  

We're going to dramatically increase that outreach.  I'll be meeting with a group from Qatar in the future.  But it's not just one person like myself meeting with folks, it's getting them all around our country to help educate our population.

Let me tell you a story.  And Bahrain has very good - the Bahrain delegation had an excellent visit to our capital, and they were very well treated and they liked (inaudible).  And at the end, the guide who had taken them around says, "You're a wonderful group.  I enjoyed this very much.  Can you tell me, where is your country?"  (Laughter.)  And they were very unhappy.  

And I understand that.  And I said to them, this is one of the jobs I'd like to ask of you.  Please go forth to Dallas and to New York, where they're going, and tell Americans not only where is your country, but what does your country stand for, and we'll be much better off.

MR. MELHEM:  Richard Armitage.  Thank you, sir.  Appreciate it.

(end transcript)
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Transcript: Armitage Discusses NATO, Iraq, Afghanistan, Iran, N. Korea, Russia

(Journalists from NATO countries interview deputy secretary of state) (6520)

U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage said during an interview with journalists from NATO countries that the United States was "gratified" that an expanded NATO training mission in Iraq "has been accepted fully by all members of the alliance," and that he would be "delighted if there were other aspects in Iraq that NATO would be willing to take up." 

NATO ambassadors agreed September 22 to create a military training academy in Iraq, raising the number of trainers from 40 now to approximately 300.

Armitage discussed NATO, Iraq, Afghanistan, Iran, North Korea and Russia in a wide- ranging interview at the State Department September 27.

Regarding the elections in Iraq scheduled for January 2005, Armitage said "our view is there should be elections in all of Iraq ... . Every Iraqi citizen who wants to vote should be afforded the opportunity to vote."

The great majority of Iraqis and the neighboring countries "are delighted to be rid of Saddam Hussein," he said. "And now we have to get the security situation in such a state that they can be rid of us and be free of foreign presence."

Acknowledging that "it's going to be a tough slog," Armitage said that, given the number of American soldiers dead in combat and from accidents, "the president is not going to turn away and he's going to see it through to the end."

The United States fully expects violence in Iraq to increase through the U.S. presidential election in November and the Iraqi election in January 2005, he said.

On the subject of NATO, Armitage said he has worried for years that, "if our friends in NATO don't make appropriate investments in defense, then we end up with what I think is a terrible situation."

Europe could "be left with low-tech capabilities which would force you just to be the ones with your boots on the ground. I think it's better to make the investments now alongside us to be able to participate in every facet of the endeavor."

He denied that the United States sees NATO as a cleanup organization to be called upon after the United States has acted unilaterally or with a so-called "coalition of the willing." "Our view is it's much better to have all our friends in on the takeoff, the flight and the landing," Armitage said.

When asked about U.S. relations with Europe, he responded, "We've gotten a little bit behind the 8-ball, if you will, in some of our relations with some of our European friends," using an expression from pocket billiards or pool meaning "in trouble."

"We think we're working our way out of it and are eager to prove that," he added.

Regarding Afghanistan, Armitage disputed the notion that the Taliban are a growing threat. He expressed pride that the international coalition "has brought about sufficient security" and confidence in holding the upcoming elections and delight that "some of our friends have surged forward some troops to bring about a little greater degree of security." 

When asked about the possibility of a preemptive U.S. strike on Iran, Armitage replied that the president "always has all options on the table and it would be bad business to remove any options." 

He added, however, that the United States is "very content with the pace" of dis cussions with Iran. The U.S. policy, he said, is to "keep the international spotlight, led by our European friends, on Iran and the need for Iran to come clean with their program, or else we have the ability to refer this to the [United Nations] Security Council for a discussion, at least, of possible sanctions." 

Regarding North Korea, Armitage said that, although "Kim Chong-il's regime doesn't seem to be responsive," the similar views of Japan, South Korea, China, Russia and the United States provide "a good basis on which to move forward."

"They seem to think they can wait us out. They are mistaken," said Armitage.

Regarding Russia, Armitage said the United States understands the anger of the Russian Federation after the recent terrorist massacre at a school in Beslan in the North Ossetia region of Russia. "We share in it, and our hearts went out to everyone who suffered in Beslan," he said.

"But ... as we fight the global war on terror, we must remember to be consistent with the principles of democracy," the deputy secretary of state said.

Following is the State Department transcript of the interview:
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DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, first of all, let me welcome you here to the seventh floor of the Department of State.  I'm delighted to have our friends representing, in this case, NATO nations.  I'll try to answer your questions.  You'll be the judge of whether I do it or not.  But please, go ahead.

QUESTION: Okay, since we are from Europe, we will start with a question about the European-U.S. relations.  So we'd like to know if, for the U.S., is the European Union now, or Europe, in general, a partner of necessity or a partner of choice?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: I think you're clearly a partner of choice.  We're all involved in a global war on terrorism.  Many of our friends in Europe have been struck, most tragically, Spain.  But this is matter of relationship choice for us.  We've gotten a little bit behind the 8-ball, if you will, in terms of some of our relations with some of our European friends.  We think we're working our way out of it and are eager to prove that.

MR. MATONIS: According to you -- I'm from Lithuania.  According to you, does the mission define the coalition, or does the coalition define the mission as has always been to NATO?  This question is concerned with NATO transformation and the new missions emerging throughout Afghanistan.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, I guess it's a little of both.  What we're seeing in NATO through the Istanbul Summit, particularly, was a coalition, which is trying to come to grips with the new challenges that we all face.

I think we're seeing a -- even before that, in Prague, when we had the decision on the NATO Response Force, we've seen a coalition trying to come to grips, again, with how to be mobile, hostile, agile, lethal and maintain a sufficient amount of defense spending to be able to respond to multiple challenges.

So I think the mission to some extent, defines the coalition, but in a way, the coalition would define what sort of mission we're willing to undertake, what sort of things we ought to bite off, if you will.  So I think it's a little of both.

MR. MATONIS: But do you conceive NATO as an organization to do the cleanup after, once the U.S. acted unilaterally or with some allies or  --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: No, I don't.  No, our view is it's much better to have all our friends in on the takeoff, the flight and the landing.  We don't want to look at a situation where we are in the takeoff and the flight and we ask our friends in NATO to land it.  We'd much rather have all of our NATO friends in from the beginning if possible.

QUESTION: I'd like to go to Iraq.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Iraq?

QUESTION: Yeah.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Imagine my surprise.

(Laughter.)

QUESTION: The U.S. intervention in Iraq was meant to bring democracy and freedom, but didn't you create a new sanctuary for terrorists, instead?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: No.  We get that question quite often.  Our President had the feeling that we were going to be involved in Iraq sooner or later.  And after the surprise attack on us on 9/11 the President made the decision that he was not willing to wait while, as he said, the storm gathered.

So he made what I would describe as a cold calculation of national security.  And after his discussions last week with Prime Minister Allawi of Iraq, I think we certainly came away with the feeling that democracy, elections, et cetera, are very possible for the people of Iraq, and quite to be desired by the majority of those in Iraq.

MR. STEPHENSEN: Olafur Stephensen from Iceland.

Shall there be elections in Iraq at the end of January even if not all Iraqi citizens will be able to take part?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Our view is there should be elections in all of Iraq.  We wouldn't conceive of holding elections without California, well maybe without California (laughter).  No, it wouldn't be fair.  We need to have full up -- that's a U.S. joke -- they need to be full-up elections.  Every Iraqi citizen who wants to vote should be afforded the opportunity to vote.  And I know that Prime Minister Allawi, and certainly the United States are dedicating themselves to that proposition.

Sir.

QUESTION: Radim Klekner, Czech Republic.

The Kurds are expelling  --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: I was just visiting in the Czech Republic last week and I'm much the better for it.

(Laughter.)

QUESTION: The Kurds are expelling Arabs from Kirkuk and Mosul.  Are you afraid of a new civil war in Iraq?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Am I afraid of it?

QUESTION: Is there a possibility?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: The, as we know, the Kurds were -- had their land expropriated during the Saddam Hussein years; land tracts were given to Arabs.  And so now there's an attempt to correct that situation.  Thus -- and there are dispute mechanisms.

And from the beginning of our, what's described as our intervention in Iraq, we had dispute mechanisms to try to resolve land issues -- and primarily in Kirkuk more than Mosul, but Kirkuk is really the hot place -- that have worked to a greater or lesser degree.

We have been pleased thus far that civil war has not come forward.  And, indeed, historically, any look at Iraq would show you that civil war is not known in Iraq.  It's not something they've had.  But you are correct to point to Kirkuk as a potential flash point if the land ownership issues aren't managed very carefully.

QUESTION: Okay, this is, talking about the (inaudible) and I'd like to ask a question about Iran.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Sure.

QUESTION: So the West has presented intelligence on Iran trying to produce nuclear weapons.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Right.

QUESTION: Now, is this intelligence resting on less shaky places than some of the intelligence you had about Iraq, as a whole?  And is there a case for preemptive strikes in the near future?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, let me say the obvious, that any President of the United States, just as a president for any other country always has all options on the table and it would be bad business to remove any options.

Having said that, we're very content with the pace of our ongoing discussions with the international community about the Iranian nuclear program.  We had a pretty good statement out of the IAEA [International Atomic Energy Agency] during this month of September.  We're looking forward to the November Board of Governors meeting.  And our view is that we'll keep the international spotlight, led by our European friends, on Iran and the need for Iran to come clean with their program, or else we have the ability to refer this to the Security Council for a discussion, at least, of possible sanctions.

So we're very content with the direction and the pace of those discussions.  And we're content with the leadership of our European friends on this, particularly the EU-3 [the United Kingdom, France and Germany].

MS. OZYURT: Azu Ozyurt from CNN Turk.

So we won't probably have a chance to come back to Iraq, but let me switch to Afghanistan for a moment, anyway.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Sure.

MS. OZYURT: Now that the elections are getting near, do you have a second scenario if President Karzai doesn't get elected?  Or how would you work with the  --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, we'll work with whatever government is voted in.  First of all, let me review the bidding if I may.  We're awfully happy, and I think the people, most importantly, the people of Afghanistan should be awfully happy that more than a million, 10 million of them, rather, have registered to vote and almost 42 percent of them are women.

The shocking thing to me was that women were registering to vote at a higher rate in the countryside than in the city, leading me to the understanding that they've had enough and they want to be able to take more charge of their own fate and their own lives.  So, having said that, that's a pretty good deal.

Second of all, all the opinions polls, which are completely available for you, as us, show that Hamid Karzai is the most popular politician.  The second most popular politician is a woman, who's also one of the 18 candidates for president.

And as I understand the process, if no candidate in the first round gets 50 percent or above, then there will be a runoff with the top two.  So we'll let the people of Afghanistan decide whom they want, but we're awfully proud of the international coalition, which has brought about sufficient security, confidence to be able to have these elections.  We are very proud of such developments as the Conventional Reconstruction Teams in which NATO and others take part in.  We do as well.

We are delighted at the fact that, for security surrounding the elections, some of our friends have surged forward some troops to bring about a little greater degree of security.  There's a lot of good going on in Afghanistan.  The only negative thing on the horizon is the drugs and the opium poppy.  There is so much in Afghanistan.

MR. STROOBANTS: Jean-Pierre Stroobants for France.

I'd like to follow up with another question about Afghanistan.  There are currently 17,000 U.S. soldiers and 8,000 from allied countries  --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Right.

QUESTION: If more troops are needed  --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: We're talking Afghanistan here?

MR. STROOBANTS: Yeah.  If more troops are needed to fight the remaining Talibans, the growing terrorist threats, and to protect reconstruction workers, who should send them?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, wait a minute.  Why did you say this threat was growing?  It has maintained pretty much steady at about two incidents a day and thus far the Taliban has been unable to surge.  And I would note that our allies in Pakistan have been very muscular and very rigorous in their prosecution of particularly foreign fighters in Waziristan, so I dispute the growing threat.  We have expected the Taliban to pop up and they haven't yet done it or they're not able to do it.

You forgot to mention the almost 11,000 trained Afghan forces that have been fully trained and are not disappearing into the woodwork.  They are staying and fighting.  So we're always alert.

If General Abizaid felt that more troops were needed, he would talk to the Secretary of Defense, and the President, I am sure, would agree to send them.  We've also talked with others who have been very involved in this.  Right now, the feeling is the troops aren't needed.  We've only got two weeks and October 9th is the election, so it's -- by the time we got the troops there the election would almost be over.  So I think we're about where we need to be.

Yes, sir.

MR. KAAS: Kaarel Kaas from Estonia.

I would like to ask one more question about Iraq.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Sure.

MR. KAAS: With all the pictures about bombings and beheadings coming in from Iraq, do you have sometimes this feeling that Iraq is kind of, I would say, ungrateful for their liberation?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: I don't know if you happened to be here last -- I guess you got here yesterday, did you, or two days ago?

Prime Minister Allawi spoke to a Joint Session of Congress in a very moving way.  He thanked the people of the United States.  He thanked the families of those who had died in the invasion of Iraq.

In the Czech Republic last week, or a week and a half ago, I found that 48 judges from Iraq were just doing some training.  I asked to go see them.  I went down to see them and while I was there I made a presentation to them.  And one of their fellows started -- made a return presentation to me, and right in the middle of it he stopped and started crying.  A judge.  He stopped and started crying, and yet all he could say is, "We're so grateful for liberation.  Thank you."

These are just anecdotes, true, but they are not unmeaningful.  The great majority of people, I think, are delighted to be rid of Saddam Hussein.  All the neighbors are delighted to be rid of Saddam Hussein.  And now we have to get the security situation in such a state that they can be rid of us and be free of foreign presence.

Prime Minister Allawi last week said he wants that as much as we do, and he and the Iraqi people don't want us to be there -- the coalition -- any longer than absolutely necessary.  And that that's why he's putting so much emphasis on the training of his soldiers.

But the larger picture -- you started off by talking about bombings and all that stuff.  It's going to be a tough slog.  There's a lot of violence in Iraq and we've lost 782 soldiers to combat and another 250 to accidents and other, and that's a big investment to make.  But having made that big investment, that big of an investment, the President is not going to turn away and he's going to see it through to the end.

MR. KULCSAR: I'm Ferenc Kulcsar from Hungary.  Not mainly about Iraq.  We tried the lessons learned in your first term and how do they affect U.S. foreign policy in the second term -- the possibly second term, sorry.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: The lesson is the one that -- (laughter).  No, I appreciate the vote of confidence.  (Laughter.) And I suspect there will be a second term.  We learned a lesson again, and that is that nobody in the whole world, including us, wants us to be the policeman of the world.  But every single time there's a problem and people dial 911, who do you think they want to answer the phone?  And it's us.  And whether it's Darfur or whether it's another, or HIV/AIDS -- it doesn't have to be a sort of combat situation, but combating an infectious disease, I have learned yet again that if we don't start it, if we don't start moving, it won't happen and it won't happen in a timely fashion.

So the biggest lesson is nobody, including most of you, want us to be the policeman of the world, but all of you, or most of you, would want us to answer the phone when you dial 911.  So it puts us in a very difficult position.

MR. GUTSCHKER: Thomas Gutschker, German weekly Rheinischer Merkur.

I would like to come back to Iraq, if I may.  Last week, NATO has given the go-ahead on the training mission.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Yeah.

MR. GUTSCHKER: Now, obviously, this was going to happen in the upcoming months.  But if you look further to the future, the next, say, one or two years, could you see a role for NATO other than just training, taking over more responsibilities?  Or would you rather say that NATO has already so many missions which is it involved with that it should not be further involved in Iraq?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, I've got several things to say about it.  First of, what, 75 days or so after the Istanbul summit, here we've had the agreement of NATO, of the alliance, to take on a rather interesting and, I think, a heavy, weighty, responsibility by this training area east of Baghdad.  Number one.

Number two, that now we'll let the men in the military committee discuss how to exactly go about it in the best possible way.  I thought it was very good that Lieutenant General Dave Petraeus was double-hatted or dual-hatted as the commander for this NATO mission, and that allows us to continue to have unity of command, which is an important military term.

I'd be delighted if there were other aspects in Iraq that NATO would be willing to take up.  I don't think we have anything to lay before our friends in Brussels.  I haven't heard of that.  We will continue to keep people completely briefed on just what's going on in the security field, but I'm uninformed of any new sort of request to make of the alliance.  We're awfully happy and gratified that this training mission has been accepted fully by all members of the alliance.  I underline all, but I mean no particular country.  (Laughter.)

Sir.  Yes, sir.

MR. SECHI: I'm Mario Sechi from Italy.

Two French journalists and two young girls, Italian girls  --

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: The Italian girls, yeah.

MR. SECHI: Yeah, are hostages in Iraq by terrorists -- are kidnaps a new weapon for -- against Europe and allies?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, I think that it's an old weapon for us.  We were very involved -- it's been used against us.  I was in the Pentagon at the time when it was used in Lebanon to such a large degree.  And some of you -- Terry Waite comes to mind, the Anglican, I believe, bishop who were mistreated so sorely, along with many American citizens.  So, for us, it's an old weapon.

I think what's new is, particularly in the tragic situation of the two French journalists, is because France was not involved in this.

MR. SECHI: Yeah.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: And it's been punished for reasons that are beyond, I think, France's understanding and certainly ours.  The two Italian women, it's a terrible situation.  We hear it from time to time that they've been killed but I've seen no evidence of it, and thank God for that.  We pray for their eventual release.

What you have going on with these kidnappings is an attempt of these killers to try to break our will, whether it's Italian will, U.S. will.  You've had other hostages killed in this Iraq and have stood your ground very solidly and very well.

Allawi spoke about this last week and he said if we break and run, if we seem to cower in front of this threat, it will actually put other citizens of other nations at risk.

The interesting phenomenon to me about these kidnappings is that there is a condominium between criminals and terrorists, and criminals who will kidnap people for money.  They don't care to whom they sell.  They'll kidnap people for ransom, sell them to the terrorists, and then the terrorists use them for political ends.  So it's this marriage of criminals and terrorists, which is new, but it wasn't the situation that we found, for instance, in Lebanon.

MR. SECHI: Thank you.

QUESTION: What kind of democracy do you think that realistically Iraq can have?  Because just yesterday, the Republican senator who said it might not be a legal one, kind of Romanian one, he made this kind of joke.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE: You know, our own democracy developed slowly over a lot of years.  At the beginning of the 20th century, women weren't allowed to vote in my democracy.  It wasn't till 1965 that African Americans were allowed to vote.  The Secretary of State of the United States was not allowed to vote.  So democracies don't develop like that.  They develop over time.  And I think that's what I'd expect to see in Iraq.

But the difference in Iraq is parts of Iraq have a head start.  Kurdistan has been basically democratic for 12 years.  So they've got a little understanding, feeling of it.  Certainly in the south with the Shia, the leading Shia cleric, Grand Ayatollah al-Sistani is very keen on the democratic process and having a democratically elected government.  That's a pretty good basis on which to move forward.

But anybody that said that democracies develop slowly, I would agree with, our own being a sort of prime case of that.

QUESTION: I would like to address the issue of Central European and Eastern European bilateral relations to the United States.  The -- candidate, Kerry, said that he would reconsider visa waiver program if he was elected.  Do you think there is a need to reconsider that in respect of those new allied nations and new EU members?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Yeah.  I thought that Mr. Kerry's saying that was a little cynical, because there's an Act of Congress involved and it's a law about visa-waiver programs.  Having said that and just having come back from the Czech Republic, Poland, Latvia, Norway and -- where else did we go?

A PARTICIPANT: Slovakia.  The Slovak Republic.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Huh?  Ah, the Slovak Republic, exactly -- where, I, as you can imagine, I heard plenty about visa-waiver programs, and so much so that I came back here and have sent our top people in the consulate affairs operations out to those countries to try to resolve as many of the issues that exist as possible.  I can't just go like that and make people in the visa-waiver program, but I can try to remove every other obstacle that exists, try to make it very clear to all of our European friends that we very much want them to visit the United States.

We're open for business, and I'm not talking money, I'm talking the intellectual business, exchanges, et cetera.  So, we're making progress and I'm going to continue to push on.  I'm seized with the issue.  If people want to visit our country, they damn well ought to be able to do it and I'm working as hard as I can to get it done.

QUESTION: Have you decided about the redeployment of U.S. bases from Western Europe to Eastern countries and could you elaborate on this?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Now, this is all -- this global defense posture we call it -- we've been having for two years now, consultations with our friends globally -- not just in Europe.  Primarily, the Department of Defense is in charge of that and they've made up their minds, changed their minds, made it up again, changed it again, so I don't think they're ready to settle on a full and complete plan yet.

We have briefed, to some extent, sort of in grand terms, a certain number of troops coming out of Europe and certain other capability moving in, particularly to Stryker Brigade.  Just where we'll have these capabilities hasn't been worked out with the host countries yet.

QUESTION: We were talking about Iran, but I would like to talk about North Korea.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Sure.

QUESTION: Negotiations concerning North Korea's nuclear programs haven't really gone anywhere.  Do you think it makes sense, trying to talk with the current regime there?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: How do you mean?

QUESTION: Well, they don't seem to be responsive.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: True.  Kim Chong-il's regime doesn't seem to be responsive, but we've got a very good situation in that the five countries most interested -- Japan, South Korea, China, Russia and us all have a similar view.  So, that's a good basis on which to move forward.  I think it's very unlikely that the North Koreans will do anything before our election.  Now, they seem to think they can wait us out.  They are mistaken.  I think the Chinese and others have told them they are mistaken, but we're in no hurry.

The reason we're in no hurry is we have what we feel is a pretty high-deal situation with all of the most important countries having exactly the same view and it gives us a good basis to move forward within our diplomacy.  And we're, as I say, the President is very patient on this because of the alignment of the other five -- four countries and ourselves.  Yes, sir.

QUESTION: Might I follow up on what you said on your wish to have NATO allies with you on both the takeoff, flight and the landing?  Do you believe that the European allies have the capabilities?  Both have lived up to their promises and aims on military capabilities and do they have the political capabilities to support you all the way?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Well, these are -- depends on what the situation is.  Each of the NATO countries, to some greater or lesser extent, is wrestling with their own transformation.  I think almost all of our European friends are wrestling with something that's much larger and that is the need to resolve the social contract, the societal compact; and that -- Social Security, we call it -- how to resolve that, and at the same time, to go two or more percent to defense.

So, these are the issues which everyone is wrestling with at different paces and different scopes.  The political will is something that you have to look at your body politic, look at the case in point, and make a decision.  The military capability is one that I've worried about for years and that is that if our friends in NATO don't make appropriate investments in defense, then we end up with what I think is a terrible situation.  That is, that the United States would kind of be above the battlefield, seeing it very well and knowing a lot about it, but our European friends would be left with low-tech capabilities which would force you just to be the ones with your boots on the ground.

I think it's better to make the investments now alongside us to be able to participate in every facet of the endeavor and not just on the -- sort of boots on the ground thing.

Yes, sir.

QUESTION: Once more, North Iraq and the Kurds.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Yeah.

QUESTION: What will the United States do if the Kurds one day will demand a fully independent state, they have deserved?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Look, the Kurds have a very finely developed sense of their own destiny and their own geography.  I think your colleague across the table would probably have a view about this.

(Laughter.)

And one of the reasons that our friends in Kurdistan have not done such a thing is because of the absolute need for them to live in peace and harmony with our friends in Turkey, and this would be putting that at risk.  So, I think it's unlikely.

They've pointed out continually to us -- and we go into Kurdistan fairly regularly that they are Iraqis.

Sir?

QUESTION: Well, normally the U.S. are promoting free trade across the world.  But, in Europe, one has, some, probably, impression that they don't need -- that they sometimes do it when it suits their interest.  I refer to the question of steel tariffs or the Airbus question.  Isn't there a need in the U.S. for the policy to have a more constant approach to this question?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Were you referring to the Airbus -- Boeing controversy and the 1992 agreement?  Look, we feel that subsidies are a thing of the past and we ought to be walking away from it.  And that was kind of the thrust of the 1992 agreement.  But if governments aren't willing to do away with subsidies, then the playing field isn't level and we are opposed to that.  We're having discussions right now on how to level the playing field.

Yes, ma'am.

QUESTION: Very quickly, one link to my colleague's question and what you said just a minute ago, that they call themselves Iraqis, the Kurds?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Yes.

QUESTION: Would General Petraeus, at some point, demand the Kurds to join the regular army as well, or general Peshmerga?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Peshmerga?  Peshmerga are participating in it already.

QUESTION: In the training missions?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: In -- well, in forces, in units.

QUESTION: Yeah.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Prime Minister Allawi made tha t point to our President.  I was at the meeting.  He said that some of the Peshmerga are actually fighting alongside Sunni and Shia in the units.

QUESTION: But whether the regular army, they will be a part of it?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Not all of them, some of them.

QUESTION: Okay.  And General Abizaid yesterday just said that there might be violence during that election period.  Do you have a beef with that?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Yeah.  (Inaudible) and saying that there will be violence.  We expect an increase in violence through our election and through the Iraqi election, and we fully believe that the insurgents want to confuse our elections, as they seem -- as they think they did to the Spanish election and they certainly don't want elections to be held in Iraq.  So we fully expect the violence to increase as we approach this.

QUESTION: How would you define the relation between the U.S. and old countries of Europe, old European countries like France today after the crisis about Iraq?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: I, personally, have never used the term, old or new Europe.  It's all Europe to me.

Having said that, I'll answer your question directly.  With Germany, for instance, I think we're in much better shape that Chancellor Schroeder and George Bush have agreed to disagree on the questions of the war in Iraq and things of that nature.  But my view is that it's water under the dam and we're moving forward in a much better way, and I think witness the decision, the Istanbul decision on the training center at NATO.  I think that's indicative of the fact that at least some in France want to have a somewhat better relationship with us.  And, of course, our relationship with Great Britain is one that is unparalleled -- perhaps only paralleled by our relationship with Japan, but that's a little bit out of Europe.

Sir?

MR. FLOYD: We only have time for a few more questions.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: I want to give (inaudible).

QUESTION: I would like just to jump from the Middle East and Europe to Russia.  Two weeks ago, we witnessed this huge crisis in city of Beslan.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Yeah.

QUESTION: How do you find the operations of Russians and Caucuses, part of global war on terror or not?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: We -- I chair the U.S. side, along with a Russian counterpart who was formerly First Deputy Foreign Minister Trubnikov in something called the U.S.-Russia Counterterrorism Working Group.  It's global in nature.  It's been very helpful to both of us.  It started out just being concerned with Afghanistan, but it's gone -- and it pre-dated 9/11, but after 9/11, it took off and it's truly global in scope.

For us, and we said that we understand the anger of the Russian Federation after the tragedy of Beslan.  We share in it, and our hearts went out to everyone who suffered in Beslan.  But as our President has said, those who engage in this war against us, including the Russian Federation, those who are against all of us, are people who are trying to thwart democracies.  And as we fight the global war on terror, we must remember to be consistent with the principles of democracy.  I think the Russian Federation is wrestling with that now.

QUESTION: One more Iraq question.

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Certainly.

QUESTION: Did the U.S. count on the situation that some allied country like Spain finishes its Iraq commission after a terror attack or a kidnapping, what we hope won't happened?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Did we take it into consideration?  No, we were surprised by the decision of the new government of Spain.  We understand that popular opinion was very much against this war, but we had hoped that the Spanish authorities would take into consideration the impact of such an action to others in the coalition, but they didn't and that's that.  So, we hadn't expected it and we're not real happy about it, but it's the sovereign decision of Spain, and we certainly don't contest the right of Spain to make those decisions.

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, in Europe, we very often hear a position from the State Department and one from the Department of Defense, and they tend to not always agree.  How do we find out what the position of the government is?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: You could ask the President or listen to what he's said.

(Laughter.)

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: And I think you'll find that in general, if you look at the actions of the President of the United States, they're generally those of the Secretary of State; many times, those the Secretary of State has recommended.  So, having several voices is not unknown, certainly to our European friends who also seem to have many voices in their internal discussions.  It's just a little unfortunate that sometimes, ours are so public.

You know, to have differences of opinion is very important.  Yeah, we believe it's almost vital.  I liken it to parents.  If mothers and fathers always agreed on just exactly what needs to be done for the child, it would be a pretty off-balance child.  I think that you should debate these issues, where does a kid go to school and what, the extracurricular activities -- all of those things.  So you get a little tension.

That's what we have here in the Pentagon -- between the Pentagon and the State Department, a little tension that's supposed to be creative and then we present our views to the President and then he can make his own mind up.  He likes that.  He likes people to fight things out in front of him.

It would be nice, however, to be able to fight it out in front of him and not have to fight it out in the front pages of our newspaper.  Last question.  

QUESTION: Who wins the race for the White House?  Are you ready for a second term?

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Me, personally?  I think George Bush will be elected to his second term.  I think that the American people like his clearer vision, his strength of his views, even if they don't agree with him sometimes, they like that.  So, I would say George Bush.  Regarding me personally, I have never accepted or rejected a job which hasn't been offered.

(Laughter.)

SECRETARY ARMITAGE: Best of luck to you.

(end transcript)

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Transcript: U.S. Hails Pakistan's Efforts to Fight Terror, Build Democracy

(State Department's Armitage speaks to Pakistani television) (2370)

Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage thanked Pakistan for its continuing efforts to fight terrorism and affirmed the United States' commitment to support Pakistan as it pursues democratic reforms at home and seeks peace with its neighbor, India.

"I know that every time the courageous forces of Pakistan pick up a terrorist or they prosecute a terrorist in Waziristan or wherever else, that it's one less sort of leg that Osama bin Laden and Ayman Al-Zawahiri have to stand on. Eventually, they'll be brought to ground," Armitage told a reporter for Pakistan's Geo Television September 29.

He said that the United States is sending military supplies, including helicopters and night-vision equipment, to help the Pakistani forces pursue terrorist groups.

Armitage also said the United States supports President Musharraf's efforts to move Pakistan towards greater democracy. He said that Musharraf has appointed a "very competent prime minister" and noted that elections are scheduled for 2005. He said that the issue of Musharraf staying on as army chief was a matter for the Pakistanis to decide.

The deputy secretary welcomed Musharraf's "enlightened moderation," which he said "suggests for his nation and for the great religion of Islam ... a guidepost or signpost for all Muslim nations in the world."

Armitage said that U.S.-Pakistani bilateral relations have deepened in recent years as political and economic ties have strengthened independently of larger regional issues. Nevertheless, he said that he would like to see more person-to-person exchanges between the two countries.

Following is the transcript of Armitage's interview with Geo Television:

(begin transcript)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Office of the Spokesman

October 1, 2004

INTERVIEW

Deputy Secretary of State Richard L. Armitage

With Fahd Husain of Pakistan's Geo Television 

September 29, 2004

Washington, D.C.

(3:00 p.m. EDT)

MR. HUSAIN:  Deputy Secretary Armitage, thank you for joining us today.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Thanks for having me.

MR. HUSAIN:  Now, in recent days, Pakistani forces have killed a senior al-Qaida member or terrorist leader called Amjad Farooqui.  How do you view that?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I have been testifying in front of the U.S. Congress in the last couple of weeks and I've had the occasion to say that most of your activities of the Pakistani forces, both in Waziristan and more broadly in the fight against terror in Pakistan, have been very noteworthy, very noble, and extraordinarily appreciated.

MR. HUSAIN:  Now, when President Musharraf was here and there were discussions taking place on Pakistan for -- in fighting the war on terror, was there a serious discussion on the high-value targets like Osama bin Laden and Ayman Al-Zawahiri?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  We've had many discussions about high-value targets, but we also recognize that the presence of al-Qaida in Waziristan, whether they're Uzbeks or whatever nationality, they are also, in the long run, a threat to Pakistan.  So whatever the rank of the terrorists, they have to be rooted out.

I, myself, had the occasion to surprise President Musharraf when he was on Capitol Hill.  I went to greet him.  We had a nice little chat.

MR. HUSAIN:  So are you confident that bin Laden is still alive or is it still uncertain?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I don't know.  I think the better course of wisdom is to assume that he's alive until proven other, and not to slacken our efforts to get him.

MR. HUSAIN:  But is there progress being made, for example, by you -- has there been more progress made and do you have more information about him than you did, for example, a month ago?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I don't have that information, but I know that every time the courageous forces of Pakistan pick up a terrorist or they prosecute a terrorist in Waziristan or wherever else, that it's one less sort of leg that Osama bin Laden and Ayman Al-Zawahiri have to stand on.  Eventually, they'll be brought to ground.

MR. HUSAIN:  And one of the demands that Pakistan has been making in order to more effectively fight the war on terror is to get some military equipment.  Has there been any progress on that?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I should think so.  There have been deliveries of helicopters recently and night-vision equipment.  There are more helicopters in the queue.  We've gotten now a steady stream of dependable funding to help the Pakistani armed forces.  No matter how brave, we realize they need the proper equipment so we have embarked on a five-year program of support.  

So I think there's been a lot of progress.  The lack of equipment doesn't come up so often in our discussions with our Pakistani friends these days because stuff is flowing -- 

MR. HUSAIN:  The issue of if F-16s is still on the table?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Yes, it's still on the table and we're in -- we've had discussions with the Pakistani authorities about these matters, and I'll just leave it right there.  

MR. HUSAIN:  So, from Pakistan's point of view, is it encouraging or -- 

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  You'd have to ask one of our Pakistani friends.  From my point of view, we have a clear understanding of the air force needs, we have a clear understanding of President Musharraf's priorities for his armed forces, and we'll continue to work together as good partners should.

MR. HUSAIN:  Also, the U.S. was very interested in having Pakistan send its troops to Iraq.  During President Musharraf's recent visit, was that issue raised specifically?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  It wasn't raised by me, and I'm not sure, I don't think it was.  I think we concentrated on Pakistan first of all, and Afghanistan second of all, with elections upcoming on the 9th, and then more generally the global war on terror.

MR. HUSAIN:  But is that issue still alive, in your opinion?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, we'd be delighted if Pakistan would like to do that, but thus far our friends in Pakistan have not made a decision.  We'll continue to be ready for discussions on this, but it's not a major focus right now of our U.S.-Pakistan dialogue.

MR. HUSAIN:  So it doesn't really affect the relations -- 

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  It's not going to affect the relationship.  If Pakistan were to come in, that's great; but if she doesn't, that's her decision.  We recognize and appreciate the tremendous effort that Pakistan is putting forth on the global war and particularly in the northwest frontier province or, rather, in the FATA more specifically. 

MR. HUSAIN:  One more issue which is gaining a lot of ground in Pakistan is the issue of President Musharraf staying on as Army Chief.  Was that an issue which was discussed during the visit here?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Well, Secretary Powell, during last week's activities, I think on the 24th of September, said this is something, actually, that President Musharraf and the people of Pakistan have to resolve.  We think that Pakistan is on a road to democracy.  We know elections are coming up in '05 and beyond, and this is something the President will have to resolve with the people of Pakistan and with the assembly.  We think Pakistan is on the road to democracy and are pleased with that.

MR. HUSAIN:  But if he doesn't retire, then would the U.S. be disappointed?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  No, I think if there was a roadblock in the way of democracy, the U.S. would be disappointed, but let me be very clear from our point of view, two things that I'd like to say.  We believe that President Musharraf is the right man in the right place at the right time in the right job.  

And second of all, we have noted that historically in Pakistan, whether under military rule or under democratic rule, the people of Pakistan have not gotten the breaks they should get, have not gotten the governance that they deserve.  We have faith that President Musharraf is trying extraordinarily hard to bring about a betterment in the life of Pakistani citizens, big ones and small ones.  We note that he has assigned a very, very competent Prime Minister, who I think will be able to continue on that path.  So this is something that's going to have to be pleasing not to the United States, but to the people of Pakistan.

MR. HUSAIN:  Now, in the context of the presidential election in the U.S., some Democrats are saying that the Bush Administration has focused too much on the person of Pervez Musharraf.  Is that, do you think, a valid criticism?  

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  President Musharraf is leading the nation right now.  I know that our Ambassador has a wide variety of contacts with opposition.  I meet with opposition when I go to Islamabad.  So I don't think that's the case.  The fact of the matter is Pervez Musharraf is leading the nation and so he is the natural interlocutor.  

And I would note that our very famous now 9/11 Commission made a very clear point that if the United States is going to be serious and be victorious in this war against terror, we're going to have to support Pakistan fully in her war against extremists who try to hijack the nation of Pakistan.

MR. HUSAIN:  So, in your opinion, if John Kerry is elected President, would there be a major shift in American policy towards Pakistan?  

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I can't imagine that.  If I can refer you to my previous comment about the 9/11 Commission, they made a very strong point about the need to have a bipartisan approach to Pakistan.  Thus far, I think we've had a generally bipartisan approach to Pakistan and it will continue.  

Having said that, I expect George Bush to be reelected.  I think that will be the case that our friends in Pakistan have to deal with.

MR. HUSAIN:  In your opinion, what is the long-term interest that the U.S. will have in Pakistan, given the past history?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Look, we've already gotten some way down a way with one of our interests.  For years, our friends in Pakistan used to chide us about there's no Pakistan-India or India-Pakistan.  We have, I think, to a large measure, been able to deal for the first time with Pakistan as a nation in and of itself.  In the past, it was either a function of our difficult relationship with India or a function of our supporting the Mujahedeen in the Soviet war in Afghanistan.  

I think we have accomplished, finally, one thing, and that is that we have been able to separate Pakistan, have a relationship with the United States and Pakistan that's about the two of us.  Beyond that, we find that the enlightened moderation that President Musharraf suggests for his nation and for the great religion of Islam is, could be, a guidepost or signpost for all Muslim nations in the world.

MR. HUSAIN:  And in this respect, when you look at the peace process between India and Pakistan, is there a direct U.S. involvement in that process?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I wouldn't say there's a direct involvement.  You know, Secretary Powell and my own involvement in this, particularly during some difficult times, we were heartened by the September 24th statement of Manmohan Singh and Pervez Musharraf when they indicated they had a desire to deepen their own dialogue.  If they do that, I think ultimately they will resolve the question of Kashmir in a proper way without the U.S. being in the middle of it.

MR. HUSAIN:  And if President George Bush is reelected, are there any plans to visit Pakistan in the future?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  You know, my memory fails me.  I think he sort of agreed in principle, but we've had the Afghan war and the Iraq war, we've had other problems such as Sudan and Haiti, and so we've been quite busy with them.  I know of the great affection he has for the people of Pakistan and I know nothing would make him happier.

MR. HUSAIN:  And the new American Ambassador to Pakistan who has been nominated, Ryan Crocker -- 

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  He's having his hearing today.

MR. HUSAIN:  So when do you expect him to be in Pakistan?  What would be his agenda?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Oh, his agenda will continue the agenda that Nancy Powell set so well.  It will be to support our friends in the global war on terror, support the continuation of democracy and economic development in Pakistan.  Ryan Crocker -- we anticipate his arrival in early to mid November.  He'll have a hearing this afternoon.  We'll do our best to get him confirmed by the U.S. Senate.  He's got an excellent reputation, and as all our friends in Pakistan will see, we're sending you one of our most active and best diplomats.

MR. HUSAIN:  And finally, what do you think is, if you're looking ahead the next two years, where do you think that it would be -- how do you think that relationship between the two countries could become more multidimensional and more deep?

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  I think we have to -- we've gotten a good start on our military cooperation.  That's a good thing.  We've had some economic dialogue and I think the new Prime Minister, and particularly his economic expertise, that that will deepen that.

The one area in which I feel a little -- that needs a little work is our person-to-person and our exchanges, et cetera.  I think we need to encourage everything from U.S. -- support for U.S. business in Pakistan and, frankly, I want to encourage our Pakistani friends to visit here.  I know the visa problems have raised their head and have discouraged some people, but where I want to be two years from now is where Pakistani citizens know they are very, very welcome visiting here.

MR. HUSAIN:  Mr. Deputy Secretary, thanks for joining us today.

DEPUTY SECRETARY ARMITAGE:  Thank you.  It was great.

(end transcript)

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Defense Department Report, October 1: Enemy Combatant Reviews

(Navy secretary says review process should be finished by end of 2004) (510)

Navy Secretary Gordon England says the process to review the status of detainees at a U.S. Navy base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to see if they should continue to be held as  "enemy combatants" ought to be completed by year's end.

England, who is the Defense Department's lead official overseeing the Combatant Status Review Tribunals, says the process is proceeding well and the number of tribunals being held are increasing weekly.  He also told reporters at the Pentagon October 1 that the Administrative Review Boards -- which determine whether detainees should continue to be held in U.S. custody, be released, or sent home for further detention or evaluation -- would begin in November.

England said 71 detainees have elected to appear before a tribunal to contest their status as enemy combatants as part of the global war on terrorism.  So far, he said, 115 tribunals have been held.

The tribunals have been both methodical and fair, according to the secretary.  One detainee was released to Pakistan and another 63 were found to be properly classified, following a review by a higher level of authority.  The Defense Department has released those who are no longer considered to be a threat to U.S. security interests and have no further intelligence value to exploit.

During the week of September 19, 25 tribunals were conducted, the secretary said, and another 21 have been held so far in the week of September 26.  Additional tribunals already scheduled could bring the latter week's rate up to 30, according to England.  At this rate, he said all the tribunals will be "completed by the end of the year."

England was asked about 10 new detainees who were transferred from Afghanistan to Guantanamo in late September -- the first time such transfers have occurred in almost one year.  He said these detainees would have the same legal rights as those who entered the facility earlier.  Although they will queue up behind those who have been detained at Guantanamo for some time, he said, even they will be processed by the end of 2004.

The secretary was also questioned about a July 12 letter written by a British detainee at Guantanamo alleging he has been abused and threatened with torture during his detention there.  England said he had not heard of any case like that, but any such allegation would be investigated.

A British Foreign Office spokeswoman was quoted by Reuters as saying Moazzam Begg "never alleged to us that he has been systematically abused at Guantanamo in the way that has been suggested" in a letter circulated by Begg's American lawyer.

England said the International Committee of the Red Cross and others have visited Guantanamo to check on the treatment of detainees from various countries.

For more information about detainees in Guantanamo, see

http://www.defenselink.mil/news/detainees.html

The transcript of England's briefing may be viewed on the Internet at http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/2004/tr20041001-1344.html

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Text: United States, China Discuss Ways to Stop Terrorist Financing

(China also pledges to "push ahead" toward flexible exchange rate) (1170)

U.S. and Chinese delegates to the 16th Session of the U.S.-China Joint Economic Committee September 30 discussed a range of topics, including macroeconomic policy, financial sector issues, and efforts to combat terrorist financing and money laundering, according to a joint statement released by the U.S. Department of the Treasury October 1.

During the discussions, the Chinese delegates reaffirmed their country's commitment "to push ahead firmly and steadily" to a market-based flexible exchange rate, and described the steps the Chinese government has already taken to create the conditions needed for such a transition, according to the statement. The U.S. delegation expressed support for continued efforts by the Chinese government "to bring about this goal as rapidly as possible," the statement says.

According to the statement, the Chinese participants also described steps their government is taking to strengthen the banking system and to develop domestic capital markets, including recent steps in capital market reform. Both sides acknowledged the value of ongoing bilateral discussions, including the technical cooperation program established as a means to accelerate China's reforms in the financial market and currency regime.

With respect to countering terrorist financing and money laundering, both the United States and China pledged to continue their cooperation and noted efforts being made through the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), according to the statement. The United States also expressed strong support for China's efforts to obtain full membership in the FATF.

Regarding poverty-reduction efforts, the two sides discussed U.S. voting policies on multilateral development bank (MDB) loans to China, with the U.S. side noting China's view that the United States should support the full range of Chinese MDB projects.

The Chinese delegation expressed its intention to join the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), and reiterated China's willingness to make a greater contribution to the cause of poverty reduction in Latin America and the world at large. The United States expressed its support for China's endeavor to join the IADB.

Following is the text of the statement:

(begin text)

U.S. Department of the Treasury

Press Room

FROM THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

October 1, 2004

JS-1972

Joint Statement

16th Session of the U.S.-China Joint Economic Committee

Washington, DC, September 30, 2004

At the invitation of U.S. Treasury Secretary John W. Snow, Chinese Finance Minister Jin Renqing led an official delegation to the United States to co-chair the 16th session of the China-U.S. Joint Economic Committee (JEC), a forum first held in 1980, on September 30, 2004. U.S. Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan, People's Bank of China Governor Zhou Xiaochuan, and China Banking Regulatory Commission Chairman Liu Mingkang also participated in the meeting. Both sides noted the importance of the ongoing constructive and substantive high-level dialogue between the two countries involving key economic policymaking agencies on economic and financial issues. The two sides discussed a range of topics, including macroeconomic policy, financial sector issues, and efforts to combat terrorist financing and money laundering.

The two sides discussed the global economic situation and the outlook for their two economies. They noted that strong economic performance in both the United States and China contributed to the fastest rate of growth of the world economy in two decades. They noted with satisfaction the continued favorable outlook for 2005, notwithstanding the risks to the outlook, including those associated with high oil prices. Participants discussed monetary, fiscal, and exchange rate policies to support continued strong growth in both economies. They noted the policy measures taken in China to assure sustained and stable growth. The Chinese affirmed that they would continue to implement market-oriented reforms to promote sustainable, long-term economic growth in China. U.S. officials descr ibed the strong U.S. recovery brought about by timely fiscal and monetary policy measures. The budget deficit in 2004 is now projected to be well below earlier forecasts. The U.S. side confirmed the Administration's goal to cut the deficit by half within five years. The U.S. side explained that strong growth and favorable US investment opportunities have led to an expansion of the US current account deficit, but these pressures should diminish as international growth becomes more balanced and widespread. Both sides emphasized the importance of the Doha Round of multilateral trade negotiations, and promised their full effort to bring the Round to a successful conclusion.

Participants underscored the importance of healthy, competitive, and efficient financial markets in assuring that their economies achieve their full growth potential. Chinese participants described steps being undertaken to strengthen the banking system and to develop domestic capital markets, including recent steps in capital market reform. China reiterated its commitment to further liberalization and opening of its financial services sector. The Chinese side reaffirmed China's commitment to further advance reform and to push ahead firmly and steadily to a market-based flexible exchange rate, and described the steps the Chinese government has taken to create conditions to establish a more flexible exchange rate. The U.S. side expressed support for continued efforts by the Chinese government to bring about this goal as rapidly as possible. Both sides acknowledged the value of ongoing bilateral discussions on these issues, including the technical cooperation program that had been established as a means to accelerate reforms in the financial market and currency regime.

Both sides pledged to continue their cooperation to counter the financing of terrorism and money laundering on a global basis. Both sides noted the important efforts being made through the Financial Action Task Force (FATF). The United States welcomed China's intent to participate in the inaugural meeting of the Eurasian FATF-style regional body on money laundering in October. China affirmed its willingness to be actively involved in an anti-money laundering and anti-terrorist financing regional body and to take the necessary steps to obtain full membership in the FATF. The United States strongly supports China's involvement in anti-money laundering and anti-terrorist financing activities, and its steps to obtain full membership in the FATF. 

The two sides discussed U.S. voting policies on MDB loans to China. The U.S. side noted China's view that the United States should support the full range of Chinese MDB projects.

The Chinese side expressed its intention to join the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), and reiterated China's willingness to make a greater contribution to the cause of poverty reduction in Latin America and the world at large. The United States supports China's endeavor to join the IADB.

Participation on the U.S. side included representatives from the Treasury, Federal Reserve Board, Council of Economic Advisers, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Commodity Futures Trading Commission, Securities and Exchange Commission, and the Department of State.

The Chinese delegation included the Ministry of Finance, People's Bank of China, China Banking Regulatory Commission, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, National Development and Reform Commission, and China Securities Regulatory Commission.

(end text)

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Transcript: Development Tied to Democratic Reform, Security, Powell Says

(Secretary of state outlines three pillars of U.S. development policy) (6000)

Secretary of State Colin L. Powell says economic development in poor countries remains a complex and difficult task but inextricably linked to achieving a more democratic and secure world.

In September 30 remarks to the Bretton Woods Committee Conference in Washington, Powell described Bush administration policy aimed at promoting development with the understanding that no single formula fits all countries.

The conference took place in connection with the annual meetings of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank in Washington, which continue through October 3. The Bretton Woods Committee is a non-profit group that aims to increase understanding of international finance and development as well the role of the IMF and World Bank.

Powell identified three pillars of the administration's development policy.

"The first of these is a program of economic growth that emphasizes good governance and economic freedom, the key conditions that make possible the success of individual enterprise," Powell said.

Most important for that first pillar, he said, is the Millennium Challenge Account, a supplementary U.S. foreign aid program that rewards developing countries where the governments rule justly, invest in their people and promote economic freedom.

Other aspects of the first pillar, he said, are reducing the debt of developing countries, allowing more transnational movement of workers and allowing those workers to send remittances back to their home countries more easily.

Powell said the second pillar of U.S. development policy is a commitment to social development, including the fight against hunger and malnutrition and the fight against disease, especially HIV/AIDS.

The third pillar, he said, is sound stewardship of natural resources. The Bush administration has initiated 17 major programs to promote sustainable development, he said.

Powell said the administration's development policy is tied to promotion of freer trade and foreign investment regimes.

The U.S. goal is to eradicate poverty, and the vision to achieve that goal embraces democracy, rule of law and economic freedom, he said.

"And we have a strategy that sees economics, politics and security as three parts of a whole," Powell said, "and that combines effective growth methods with social development and sound environmental stewardship."

Following is a transcript of Powell's remarks:

(begin transcript)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Office of the Spokesman

For Immediate Release

September 30, 2004

REMARKS

Secretary of State Colin L. Powell

Development, Democracy and Security

Bretton Woods Committee Conference

September 30, 2004

Ronald Reagan Building

Washington, D.C.

(1:45 p.m. EDT)

SECRETARY POWELL:  Well, thank you all very much.  It's a great pleasure to be introduced as the dessert.  (Laughter.)  Probably the nicest thing I'm going to hear about me for the rest of the day.  And I was privileged to be a member of this Committee and I was a member of a number of organizations before returning to government, and they made me resign from all of them, some 52 nonprofit organizations of various kinds and manner -- the Boys and Girls Clubs of America, Howard University, United Negro College Fund and the Bretton Woods Committee.  And the only saving grace is I save 250 bucks a year that I no longer have to contribute to the Bretton Woods Committee.  (Laughter.)

But I do appreciate being with you today.  I'm pleased to be able to extend my gratitude for the Committee's 20th annual meeting, commemoration.  The very impressive program that you put together every year is testimony to the intellectual sophistication and well-deserved reputation that the Committee has enjoyed over the years.

I was privileged to address your meeting last year, and before that in 2001, and I look forward to these opportunities. 

Today I'm going to focus on our development policies, our development agenda, and how those policies connect to both the promotion of democracy around the world and the promotion of global security around the world.

But we can't talk about global security without discussing terrorism.  And the promotion and establishment of democracy is necessary because it is democracy that is the ultimate enemy of terrorism and that which will eventually defeat terrorism.

We've recently passed the 3rd anniversary of 9/11.  We have been fortunate that our nation has not been struck again in the manner we were hit on 9/11.  And I believe, therefore, that we're safer as a nation today than we were then, but we're not yet safe.  But under the President's leadership we have tightened our borders, but without compromising the openness that defines us as a society.  

This has been quite a challenge for me and for Secretary Tom Ridge and Attorney General Ashcroft to make sure that we know who's coming into our country, to make sure that we have visa and identification policies in place that protect us, and also protect those who are visiting here, the traveling public.  But at the same time, we would lose who we are, we would fail to communicate to the world the nature of our society, if we got so tough with these restrictions that people cannot come to our country.

It's a problem that Tom and John and I and the President especially have been dealing with, trying to find the right balance.  And in recent months we have increased the interconnectivity of our databases, we have done more with respect to making it easier to get the interviews needed to come into the country, we have worked with our Transportation Security Agency people and Homeland Security people to make it easier to pass through our airports.  

And I hope that the world will see that the United States is as open as ever.  We are a nation that touches every nation, we are touched by every nation, and it is essential that we always be seen as a nation protecting itself but welcoming the rest of the world to come visit, to come learn, participate in our business activities, go to our universities, come to our hospitals, go to Disneyworld, that whatever you choose to do in this country, know that you are welcome.

And so we are safer because the President's instructed us to make sure that our borders are secure and, at the same time, we remain open.  We've created a Department of Homeland Security and we're now in the process of creating a National Intelligence Director in order to make sure that we are doing the best job we can to protect ourselves and to use the intelligence that we get in the best way possible.

We've achieved unprecedented intelligence and law enforcement cooperation not only here within the United States but with dozens of countries around the world, and not just to fight terrorism, but also to stop the proliferation and the transfer of weapons of mass destruction to keep such weapons from ever falling into the hands of terrorists, those who mean us harm.

And we've led coalitions, proudly led coalitions that have unseated two detestable and dangerous regimes: the Taliban in Afghanistan and Saddam Hussein's reign of blood and terror in Iraq. We've freed 55 million people from lives of fear, repression and stagnation. 

We've given two nations a chance to build a future in freedom, and to be a beacon of hope and justice to all of their neighbors.

We've made the necessary start toward these goals, but we're not there yet. Achievements of such significance are never easy, cheap, or painless. Remnants of the old regimes in Afghanistan and Iraq know what coming democratic elections mean. 

They mean the end to their hopes of regaining their undeserved privileges.

So these regime remnants and terrorists are doing everything they can to resist this, to resist freedom, and they do it with fury, murdering innocents, as we saw again today so tragically in Baghdad, destroying progress as they go. 

What are they fighting?  What are they blowing up?  Why are they killing people?  To keep people from deciding who they will be led by.  To keep people from ratifying the constitution that will protect the rights of the minority and protect the rights of the individuals and society.

Why are they blowing up children?  Why are they killing people?  To go back to the past.  To go back to a past where they invaded neighbors, where they tyrannize their own populations.  

But their fury can't match the determination of the Afghan and Iraqi peoples to be free, and the determination of the United States and its allies to stand by them until they are free. 

These elections will be held, a presidential election in Afghanistan on October 9th, next weekend.  If you had told me a couple of years ago, after my first trip to Afghanistan after the Taliban was kicked out in the fall of 2001, that just less than three years later 10 million Afghans would have registered to vote, if you had told me 10 million Afghans were going to register to vote just six months ago, I would have told you we can't get there.  And if you told me that over 40 percent of them are women who registered to vote, I would have said, "Can't be."  But it is.

So many of them are refugees who were living in camps in Iran and Pakistan just a few years ago.  Three million of them have walked home.  They have already voted.  They have already voted to go back and help build a new Afghanistan.  And these people will vote next weekend.  

There will be terrorists out there.  There will be remnants of the Taliban.  There will be al-Qaida out there.  They will do everything they can to disrupt this process of democracy to keep the Afghan people from expressing their will.

But they won't succeed.  They won't deny what 10 million people have asked for by the simple act of registration.

The same thing will happen in Iraq.  It won't be easy.  We face a very, very difficult insurgency.  We see it every day on our television sets.  I need not belabor it.  Our commanders are working hard to defeat it.  Iraqi leaders -- Prime Minister Allawi, President Sheikh Ghazi, all of the other cabinet officers who are involved in this -- are working hard to defeat it because they know what it means for their own people and they know what it means for the region and they know what it means for the world.

Iraqis are standing up to defend their country.  They are signing up to become policemen and members of the armed forces, members of the border patrol, securing their pipelines and doing other things.  

Elections are taking place in Iraq.  You don't read about it, but municipal elections have been taking place in various parts of the country.  The whole country is not aflame.  There are parts of the country that are settling down, creating municipal councils, rebuilding their schools and hospitals, getting ready for a better future.

Our challenge, principally, is in the Sunni triangle, and our commanders and our political leaders are working on that.  We have to stand tall and firmly with our Iraqi colleagues.

As the President has said repeatedly, American policy is about so much more than the military side to the war on terrorism.  It has to be, because we all realize that we can't defeat evil except through the process of building a greater good. 

And that brings me to my main topic for today, which is precisely about such a process of building a greater good.

And I can't think of a more appropriate moment to address such a topic, as we mark the Committee's 20th birthday, and the 60th anniversary of the World Bank and the IMF [International Monetary Fund], those great institutions that have done so much over a 60-year period.

The Bank and the Fund have been trying to build a greater good throughout their entire existences. 

So it's appropriate to reflect back on the Bretton Woods experience to see what lessons we might learn as we go about a similar ambition here in the 21st century. 

The pioneers of Bretton Woods and the Bretton Woods system were practical visionaries.  They had to be visionaries because no one had ever done what they were getting ready to do, what they were trying to do.  History records many instances of leaders gathering after major conflicts to reconstruct the global power balance.  Remember the Treaty of Paris after the Napoleonic wars, the Versailles Treaty after World War I, and many, many other similar efforts.

But Bretton Woods is the only case of leaders sitting down to reconstruct global economic relations after a major conflict, and not merely to slice up the world into power centers.

With no precedent to guide them, the pioneers of Bretton Woods had to rely on their own education, their own imagination, their own perspiration in order to be practical and to be effective.  They worked hard to match what they understood about theory to what they knew from experience during a time of great and enormous historic change. 

The three veterans of the 1944 conference who are with us today will testify to that.  Jacques Polak, Burke Knapp and Raymond Mikesell, gentlemen:  we thank you for your hard work, and through you we thank all your colleagues.  The whole world remains in your debt. 

As we think back about the origins and development of Bretton Woods, the key lesson is that we've got to keep doing what the Bretton Woods pioneers did:  match theory against experience. 

As Secretary Snow emphasized this morning, we've got to keep learning and adapting to a changing world if we're going to make a difference. 

Of course, the IMF and the World Bank have been trying to do this for decades.  And after all the debates and disputes we've endured, and all the policy reforms and recalibrations that we've tried, one thing has become clear:  development is not easy; development is difficult.  

Development has far more moving parts and far more nuance associated with it than most experts thought when the IMF and the World Bank were in their early decades.  We know now that development doesn't work as a narrowly economic or a technical exercise, anymore than economics makes sense when it's entirely divorced from politics or psychology. 

And that's because human beings, and human nature in all its complexity, are at the center of all the action, of development.

So of course political attitudes and cultural predispositions affect economic behavior.  So do external factors, including security conditions under which development is taking place. 

This doesn't mean that some societies are doomed forever to poverty and underdevelopment because of their cultures, or some other social or political circumstances. 

As President Bush has often said, freedom and development are the birthright of all people.

It does mean that there's no one-size-fits all formula to make it happen.  All the moving parts are still moving.  Development remains difficult.

The Bush Administration has taken this point very much to heart.  We see democracy, development and security as inextricably linked one to the other, and linked to what's happening throughout the world. 

So we recognize that we can't succeed at poverty alleviation unless we take the challenge of good governance seriously, and simultaneously. 

We can't sustain fragile new democracies and spread democratic values further without working on economic development. 

And no nation, no matter how powerful, can assure the safety of its people as long as economic desperation and injustice can mingle with tyranny and fanaticism.

This is why President Bush wrote in his National Security Strategy about "expanding the circle of development by opening societies and building the infrastructure of democracy." 

He doesn't separate in his mind or in his strategy the economic from the political, development from democracy.  And he doesn't see security, as some might suggest, in narrow military terms.  He doesn't think in stovepipes.  His vision is an integrated one, so that it can be a practical one, one that will work. 

Understanding the true scope of the challenge is important, but it doesn't make our jobs easy.  For example, although we know that democracy and development go hand-in-hand, it's not always obvious what to work at first. 

A country doesn't have to be wealthy to be a democracy, but it helps to be pointed in the right direction.  That's because to a poor family in Africa, Asia or Latin America, democracy is an abstraction.  It doesn't mean any, who cares if you have a democracy?  Give me anything.  Call it democracy, call it totalitarianism, call it anything you want, as long as it translates into a decent job for me, food on my table, a roof over the head of my family, an education for my children, a doctor when I need one, and a better future for my children.  If democracy will do that for me, then I'm all for democracy.  And if it doesn't do that for me, then let's go move on and find another system that will. 

So, just as growth aids and sustains democracy, democracy aids and sustains growth.  Totally interlinked.

Genuine democratic politics makes it hard to shelter corruption, makes it hard for small cliques to distort the market by manipulating access to credit, licenses and jobs.  Genuine democratic politics produces maximum economic freedom, and that, in turn, produces growth, growth which produces jobs, jobs which give people hope, jobs which give people dignity.  Dignity.  Go home on a Friday night with a paycheck or with the results of one's labor and bring dignity into the home, to the family, to the children.

So we work to advance both development and democracy.  We make progress where and when we can, using one success to reinforce another.  We take it step by step, case by case.

Our vision for development and democracy is joined to our pursuit of global security.  As the President wrote in that same strategy document, "A world where some live in comfort and plenty, while half of the human race lives on less than two dollars a day, is neither just nor stable." 

Nor is that world safe.  We don't see development as a soft policy issue.  It's a core national security issue, particularly in a time of terrorism. 

Most of my days are spent on these sorts of issues, rather than what some might call hard power.  A large part of my day is spent on open trade issues, on the Millennium Challenge Account, on what we have to do about HIV/AIDS, which is also an enemy of development and an enemy of democracy.  

And here again a burden of difficulty tests our understanding and our ability to act effectively. 

We do see a link between terrorism and poverty.  But we don't believe that poverty directly causes terrorism because the facts say otherwise.  Few terrorists are poor.  The leaders of 9/11  were all well-educated men, far from the bottom rungs of their societies.

What poverty does do is breed frustration and resentment which ideological entrepreneurs can turn into support for terrorism in countries that lack the political rights, the institutions, necessary to guard the society from terrorists.  Countries that are lacking basic freedoms. 

So we can't win the war on terrorism unless we get at the roots of poverty, which are social and political as well as economic in nature. 

Sure we want to bring people to justice if they engage in terrorism.  But we also want to bring justice to people. 

We want to help others achieve representative government that provides opportunity and fairness under the rule of law.  We want to unshackle the human spirit so that entrepreneurship and investment and trade can flourish anywhere in the world under any system -- cultural system, religious system.  It shouldn't be restricted to those of us in the industrialized West.

This is the indispensable social and political pre-condition for real, sustainable development.  This is how we uproot the social support structures of terrorism, even as we go after terrorists themselves by hard power means.

Development is a big and complex job, and we approach it with an integrated policy composed of three essential pillars. The first of these is a program of economic growth that emphasizes good governance and economic freedom, the key conditions that make possible the success of individual enterprise. 

The Millennium Challenge Account [MCA] is the touchstone of this first pillar, and you've heard Paul Applegarth say quite a bit about it already today.  

I want only to reinforce the point that the Millennium Challenge Account isn't reserved for an exclusive club of emerging democracies.  Nor is USAID [U.S. Agency for International Development] going out of business.  In fact, it's quite the contrary.  USAID has come close to doubling the funds available to it over the last four years.  We have been very successful in getting Congress fund more and more USAID programs at the same time we went forward with the Millennium Challenge Account.

Just as the President believes that no child should be left behind in education, that every child can learn, he believes that no nation should be left behind in development, that every nation can prosper. 

We announced the first tranche of countries for the Millennium Challenge Account and later today we'll be announcing some countries that are not qualified for it, they're not ready for it -- it may take them a long time to be ready -- but we're going to use some of the money Congress has given us to point them in the right direction, give them some seed money so they can work in those areas where they need major improvement to even start becoming competitive for the Millennium Challenge Account.

One of the interesting and exciting things for me is a lot of countries who weren't picked in that first tranche, but thought they should have been and were annoyed by it, come to my office, sit across from me, express their annoyance, and then they say, "What do we have to do?  What do we have to do to get ready for the next tranche?  What do we have to do when the program really scales up in 2006 to 5 billion new dollars a year?"

And the answer I give them is pretty straightforward, and you've heard Paul, no doubt, talk to it this morning.  We want to see honesty in government.  We want to see the rule of law.  We want to see the end of corruption.  We don't want to pour any more money down rat holes that ends up in Swiss bank accounts.  We want to see dignity for individuals within your society.  We want to see you committed to economic reform that will ultimately get rid of the need for aid because you're trading, because you've joined the world that's moving forward, a world of trade, a world of investment.

We want to see you create conditions where people want to invest in your country.  We don't want to keep sending you money from either USAID or the Millennium Challenge Account, nor should you want it.  You should want to reach that point where you're standing on your own two feet.  It might take years, and we'll be with you for years, but you've got to be moving in the right direction if you want to benefit from this account.

So it's a development program.  It's a pillar of our policy that supports those nations that have made the right choices and are moving in the right direction.  

It isn't the only aspect of our first policy pillar -- the MCA.  As the President said to the General Assembly nine days ago, and as Secretary Snow, I believe, repeated this morning, we're stressing debt reduction as well, debt reduction for the world's poorest most heavily indebted nations, who may have made bad choices in the past to get into the situation that they find themselves in, but unless we help them, unless we help them relieve themselves of that burden, we will just keep them underfoot forever, and that is not in our interest.

We've made a good deal of progress on this issue already, and we want to make more.

We also want to get at the problem of restricted labor migration and remittances.  The international community needs to do better at matching labor that wants to work with markets that need that labor. 

President Bush has taken the initiative here , specifically with regard to the U.S.-Mexican relationship.  But it is a worldwide problem that takes a toll on all of us. 

Because there's too little legal labor mobility, there's too much illegal migration -- with all the security, public health and humanitarian liabilities that go with that illegal migration. 

The global economy also pays a cost in the reduced flow of remittances, which contributes more to developing countries each year than all the official foreign assistance combined.  And here too we've taken the initiative, trying to find ways to make it easier and cheaper to send remittances back to countries and the families desperately in need, to make a more reliable system available to those who rely on those remittances.

The second pillar of our policy is a commitment to social development. 

Sound economic and political institutions can't work unless people are healthy and educated enough to take advantage of them. 

So we fight hunger and malnutrition through the Food for Peace program and in other ways.  We encourage poorer nations to invest in their own people, especially the most valuable investment of all -- in education. 

And we fight diseases, particularly the scourge of HIV/AIDS. 

President Bush sees the struggle against global HIV/AIDS as a moral imperative, but he also sees the ravages that HIV imposes on development.  Its victims include not just those who become ill, but whole societies held hostage by this tragedy. 

This is a sophisticated audience.  You all have traveled the parts of the world where HIV is rampant.  You've seen what it does.  It takes out the teachers.  It takes out the doctors.  It takes out the military.  It takes out those in the age group roughly 18 to 40 and it leaves you orphans and grandparents, neither of whom can really generate the income needed to take care of either group.  It's a destroyer of societies, a destroyer of families, a destroyer of democracy and a destroyer of development.

The President's Emergency AIDS Fund devotes $15 billion over 5 years to prevent new infections, to treat millions of our fellow citizens of the world who are already infected, and to care for orphans that have been left behind.

Under President Bush's leadership, the United States is now contributing more than twice the resources of the rest of the world combined in fighting HIV/AIDS.  But we all know it's not enough.  We need to do more.  The rest of the world needs to do more.  The need is great. 

But here, too, fighting disease as a part of our development strategy can't be separated from its political and security dimensions. 

Fighting AIDS isn't just a medical problem, and money alone won't conquer it.  It's a problem with social roots. 

It's a challenge where political obstacles often loom large in some countries to fighting this disease.  It's a challenge with very serious global security implications if we fail the test before us.

And it's a challenge that intertwines with other issues that may seem unrelated at first glance.  

We have so much to do with respect to HIV/AIDS, and as I talk to my colleagues around the world, especially those not necessarily in the developing world but in larger countries, countries that are more sophisticated, countries that have the capacity to go after this problem now, I sense an increasing awareness of the need to do something about this in places such as Russia, India, China, as well as the places you know so much about in Africa and in the Caribbean.

The third pillar of our development policy is the sound stewardship of natural resources. Development must be a process that invests as well as it pays dividends, plants as well as harvests. You don't eat your seed corn.  You husband your resource base so future generations can prosper. 

And we believe deeply in the sound stewardship of natural resources.  Let me point out that the relationship between the word "conservation" and the word "conservative" is not coincidental. It's organic.  

Remember that it was a Republican President, Teddy Roosevelt, who invented the modern concept of conservation, about a century ago. 

So no one should be surprised that this Administration has initiated 17 major programs promoting sustainable development - from an initiative against illegal logging to clean water and sanitation initiatives in Africa and in South Asia. 

And we're getting results from these initiatives by working with other governments and with the private sector.  And these results are not just what we can show in bar graphs and in charts. 

Here's what an elderly woman, Madam Bambini from Kasai in central Ghana, said when after one of our water projects had reached her village:  "Today I thank God that he made me live to see safe, clean water in my village.  Now I can 'go home' to my ancestors knowing that my grandchildren and their children will have better lives." 

It's that's the kind of result that matters.  We talk about it in the Department all the time.  Don't think of this in terms of nation-states.  Don't think of this in terms of geo-power politics.  Think of this in terms of people.  Think of this in terms of families that will be saved.  Think of this in terms of children who will have a better life.  That's what development is all about and those are the kinds of results that mater.  Those are the kinds of results that will turn people on, results that stir people's imagination, so that they know in their hearts that yes, they can have better lives.

Our 3-pillar development agenda is linked firmly to our broader international economic policy, particularly our push for freer trade and a more liberalized investment climate.  I said it last year to this Committee, but it's so important that I'll say it again, and I touched on it earlier: 

Aid can be a catalyst for development, but the real engines of growth are entrepreneurship, trade, investment.  All of these things come together.  That's what produces jobs, and a job is the most important social safety net of all for any family. 

So we're pleased, very pleased, with the G-8's "Agenda for Growth," which Secretary Snow [Treasury Secretary John Snow] discussed with you this morning.  And we're pleased that a new multilateral framework for trade negotiations is now in hand.  Turns out there is life after Cancun after all [World Trade Organization negotiations collapsed at Cancun, Mexico, in 2003 and were revived in 2004.]. 

My friends, we in America have a goal:  to eradicate poverty. 

We have a vision of how to achieve that goal, too:  we see the multiple births of political systems where access to opportunity is fair, and where democracy and the rule of law enable free people to use their God-given talents to prosper. 

And we have a strategy that sees economics, politics and security as three parts of a whole, and that combines effective growth methods with social development and sound environmental stewardship. 

We have a goal, a vision, and a strategy -- but we also have something else of supreme importance.  We have faith in the capacity of our fellow human beings to care about one another and to love one another, to take care of one another. 

Why do I say this?  Because most people don't work to get rich.  They work because they're in love.  They're in love with their family.  They're in love with life.  They work to provide for spouses, for children and grandchildren, sometimes parents, grandparents, other family members and dear friends. 

When we understand this, when the all-important moral dimension of what we're striving for stands out, and that provides both our highest motivation and our greatest hope for success with our efforts. 

We now have a tremendous opportunity to translate our hope into lasting achievements.

We Americans have been telling people around the world for many years that representative government and market systems unleash the energies that best produce prosperity. 

We've been telling everyone that respect for human dignity empowers people, motivates people to dream and to work for those dreams. 

And now, just a dozen or so years after the Cold War, more and more people who believe in these principles can act on their beliefs.  More and more national leaders accept this.  More and more societies are trying it. 

But it's not easy.  Results don't spring up overnight. 

There are complications to understand, difficulties to overcome, even when ample resources are at hand and intentions are pure all around. 

So we in America feel a particular moral obligation to help overcome these difficulties, and we are helping them.  The development policies of this Administration are very creative, perhaps the most creative since the birth of USAID back in 1961, and the most generous by far since the Marshall Plan. 

We can do more.  We have to do more.  I'm so pleased that this Committee exists to give us guidance and to point us in the right direction.

With all the challenges that we are facing today, with all of the difficult scenes that we see on television every day, I believe that there are great opportunities every day as well.  A good part of my day is spent trying to make sure we do not lose sight of these opportunities.  So many nations that used to be my enemies, I joke with them.  They come in and they sit in my office and we sit around, and they're from the Balkans or the Caucasus or Central Asia or somebody who used to be in the Warsaw Pact but now they're in NATO or the European Union, and I joke with them, "It's great to have you here.  You all used to be on my target list.  Now you're all here."  (Laughter.)

And it is the most wonderful thing for me now to sit and talk with them, not about nuclear exchange, not about the Cold War, not about the Iron Curtain, not about that which I am an expert in from my 35 years as a soldier, but instead to talk to them about democracy and openness, dignity of the individual, the desire that we all have to see the world a better, safer place, free of terrorism, but also free of hunger, free of poverty.  

This is something we can all rally around.  This can be our great cause for the 21st century, a cause that governments can unite around, that individuals can unite around, that corporations can unite around.  It's a great cause and I think that destiny has put America in place in this 21st century to lead that cause and to do everything we can to defeat terrorism -- yes -- but also to defeat poverty and defeat disease and to make sure that people throughout the world can dream like our youngsters dream and can achieve like our youngsters achieve, as long as they're willing to work hard, as long as they're willing to believe in themselves and to believe in their political systems and in their societies.

So we need the work of everyone in this room, in your individual capacities but especially when you come together as the Bretton Woods Committee.  So I thank you for your service and I thank you for your attention today and I look forward to working with you in the months and years ahead.

Thank you so much.  

(Applause.)

(end transcript)
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Text: USTR Zoellick, EU Commissioner Lamy Discuss Airbus, Doha, China

(Status quo of EU aviation subsidies "unacceptable," U.S. trade office says) (410)

U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick (USTR) and European Union Trade Commissioner Pascal Lamy held talks September 30 to discuss global and bilateral issues including the next steps in the Doha round of international trade negotiations, the rise of China in the world economy, and the importance of working together to protect intellectual property rights (IPR) and combat counterfeiting.

A USTR statement says Zoellick reiterated the position that current European subsidies to the Airbus consortium are unacceptable, and that the United States would "soon make a determination" as to how to end these subsidies, including bringing a case before the World Trade Organization (WTO) "if need be."

Following is the statement:

(begin text)

The Office of the United States Trade Representative

Washington, D.C.

http://www.ustr.gov 

STATEMENT OF USTR SPOKESMAN RICHARD MILLS REGARDING USTR ZOELLICK-COMMISSIONER LAMY MEETINGS 09/30/2004

"USTR Zoellick and Commissioner Lamy met this afternoon for approximately two hours.

"The US and the EU share a strong and vibrant trillion dollar economic relationship that offers many opportunities and some challenges.  Both men have a successful track record in managing disputes while continuing to work together to advance a shared agenda.  They discussed a broad range of global and bilateral issues, from Doha to China to IPR to the new Commission and EU enlargement.

"They compared notes on next steps in the Doha negotiations and talked about ways to build on the good work and momentum generated by the framework reached in July in Geneva.  In addition they discussed the rise of China in the world economy, and the importance of working together to combat global IPR piracy and counterfeiting.

"With regards to the Boeing and Airbus issue, they discussed their respective positions on this important issue.  USTR Zoellick reiterated the United States' point of view that the status quo is unacceptable.  We believe a new agreement is needed that creates a level playing field and ends the unfair support that Airbus receives from launch aid.  As the President has said, we think these subsidies are unfair and we will pursue all options to end these subsidies -- including bringing a WTO case, if need be.  We will continue to consult with domestic stakeholders and the Congress, along with officials in Europe, and we will soon make a determination as to next steps."

(end text)
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Text: United States Correcting Climate Change Outside Kyoto Protocol

(Protocol not in U.S. national interest, State Department official says) (640)

The United States has not changed its position on the Kyoto Protocol, despite approval of the protocol by Russian President Vladimir Putin and his cabinet, State Department spokesman Richard Boucher said during his September 30 press briefing.

"We felt it just wasn't the right thing for the United States," Boucher said, "but it's up to other nations to independently evaluate whether ratification is in their national interest."

Australia also has declined to participate in the United Nation's global warming treaty. The Kyoto Protocol requires developed-nation signatories to limit or reduce emissions of six greenhouse gases to 1990 levels. The greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide, which come mainly from industrial and transportation sources.

"The administration is focusing on carrying out the president's commitment to address the long-term challenges posed by climate change by advancing a comprehensive set of domestic and international activities," Boucher said. The activities include domestic programs and incentives to meet the president's goal of reducing the nation's greenhouse gas intensity 18 percent by 2012.

The Kyoto Protocol will enter into force when it is ratified by 55 industrial countries that together produce at least 55 percent of greenhouse gas emissions. The United States produces 36 percent of world greenhouse gas emissions. Without the United States as a party, Russia is the only industrialized nation that can make up the necessary 55 percent.

Russian approval will not be complete until the lower house of parliament, the Duma, ratifies the protocol.

Text of the State Department briefing excerpt follows:

(begin text)

U.S. Department of State

Daily Press Briefing

Thursday, September 30, 2004

2:30 p.m. EDT

State Department Spokesman Richard Boucher

Excerpt

QUESTION:  The Russians took action toward ratification of the Kyoto Protocol today.  Do you have any thoughts on the implications of that action?

MR. BOUCHER:  Let me try to explain where we are.  And just, first of all, to say that the United States' position on the Kyoto Protocols has not changed.  We felt it just wasn't the right thing for the United States, but it's up to other nations to independently evaluate whether ratification is in their national interest.  Our understanding is Russia has not ratified it at this point.  The Government has decided to submit it to the Duma and it's not clear when the Duma would complete its role in the ratification process.

I would point out that the United States continues to participate actively under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.  President Bush's support has reaffirmed our commitment to that treaty, and we are carrying out climate change initiatives.  The Administration's focusing on carrying out the President's commitment to address the long-term challenges, posed by climate change, by advancing a comprehensive set of domestic and international activities.

These include domestic programs and incentives to meet the President's goal of reducing the nation's greenhouse gas intensity 18 percent by 2012; dramatically enhanced commitment to develop and move to the marketplace cleaner energy technologies that are the key to addressing climate change while promoting global prosperity; regional and bilateral agreements with major international partners to pursue research on global climate change and to deploy climate observation systems to collaborate on energy and sequestration technologies and explore methods for monitoring and measuring greenhouse gas emissions; and finally, innovative multilateral partnerships such as the Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum, the International Partnership for the Hydrogen Economy, the Methane-to-Markets Partnership, the Earth Observation Initiative, the Generation IV Nuclear Forum and the International Project to Harness Fusion Energy.

So we're working on all these efforts with other partners from both the developed and the developing world in order to make our own contribution to preventing climate change.

(end text)
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Text: NASA Display System Gives Pilots Electronic View of Ground

(Cockpit technology will reduce fatal air crashes, NASA says) (930)

NASA has developed a revolutionary cockpit display technology that gives pilots a clear electronic three-dimensional perspective of what is outside, no matter how the pilots' vision may be impaired by weather or darkness, according to a September 30 NASA press release.

The system, Synthetic Vision, combines global-positioning-system satellite signals with an onboard photo-realistic database to paint a picture of the terrain for the crew. During flight tests, NASA evaluated an integrated version of the technology that included a bird's eye view of topography, a voice-recognition system and advanced sensors.

Database integrity monitoring equipment uses sensors to compare the real world to generated pictures, and a runway incursion prevention system can predict possible encroaching runway traffic and alert the crew.

NASA will use results of the flight tests to advance development of technology to help reduce fatal aircraft accident rates. Synthetic Vision could help eliminate the world's deadliest aviation accidents, called controlled flight into terrain (CFIT). In CFIT accidents, an aircraft that is functioning normally crashes because the pilot was unaware -- due to bad weather or a combination of factors -- that the plane was headed in the wrong direction.

Several airline pilots have flown components of the Synthetic Vision System in simulators and on a NASA 757 research jet. 

The NASA Aviation Safety and Security Program is part of NASA's Aeronautics Research Mission Directorate.

Information about NASA's Aviation Safety and Security Program is available at http://avsp.larc.nasa.gov

Information about NASA's Aeronautics Research Mission Directorate is available at http://www.aeronautics.nasa.gov

Text of the NASA press release follows:

(begin text)

NASA

Press release, September 30, 2004

[Washington, D.C.]

NASA Technology Means No More Flying Blind

Imagine a world where pilots see clear skies all the time. It's not some weather fantasyland, but a revolutionary cockpit display technology called Synthetic Vision. NASA is developing it to make flying safer.

NASA aeronautics researchers from Langley Research Center in Hampton, Va., tested the Synthetic Vision Systems technology this summer. They tested the system aboard a Gulfstream GV business jet in air space around Reno, Nev., and NASA's Wallops Flight Facility, Wallops Island, Va.

The system gives pilots a clear electronic 3-D perspective of what's outside, no matter what the weather or time of day. It combines Global Positioning System satellite signals with an onboard photo-realistic database to paint a terrain picture for the crew.

During the flight tests, NASA evaluated an integrated version of the technology. It included a bird's eye view of topography, voice-recognition system and advanced sensors. Also included was Database Integrity Monitoring Equipment that ensures accuracy by using sensors to compare the real world to generated pictures. Added to this was a Runway Incursion Prevention System, which included an airport moving map. It also had software that can predict possible encroaching runway traffic, while alerting the crew.

NASA will use the results of the flight test to advance the development of technology to help reduce fatal aircraft accident rates. Synthetic Vision Systems could help eliminate the world's deadliest aviation accidents, called Controlled Flight Into Terrain (CFIT). In CFIT accidents, a normally functioning aircraft crashes, because the pilot wasn't aware the plane was headed in the wrong direction, due to bad weather or a combination of factors.

"NASA has already tested the individual technologies of Synthetic Vision and Runway Incursion Prevention Systems onboard a NASA 757 jet aircraft," said Randy Bailey, Synthetic Vision principal investigator. "We were excited to see it fly as an integrated system on the Gulfstream. We were particularly excited to be partnered with Gulfstream, which has been an industry innovator in aviation technology," he said.

Other flight test partners included the U.S. Air Force Research Laboratory, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base; Rockwell Collins, Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Jeppesen, Englewood, Colo.; Rannoch Corp., Alexandria, Va.; The Boeing Company, Huntington Beach, Calif.; RTI International, Research Triangle Park, N.C.; and Ohio University, Athens, Ohio.

Seventeen pilots selected from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), U.S. Air Force, the Joint Aviation Authority, aerospace industry and major airlines flew the GV more than 67 hours in 22 flights to collect data. Gulfstream provided command pilots.

During the flight evaluations, the test pilots' windshield was often intentionally covered or flights were conducted at night. The process simulated low visibility conditions, so the pilot would have to rely on computer-generated instrument displays. The information included a head-down display mounted in the instrument panel and a head-up display to superimpose terrain and guidance information onto a screen in front of the pilot's eyes.

A number of airline pilots have already flown components of the Synthetic Vision System in simulators and a NASA 757 research jet. "I think it's awesome," said United Airlines 767 Captain Rick Shay of the technology. "To explain the difference in the situational awareness that you gain, it's just a complete leap from the technology that's there today," he added.

The NASA Aviation Safety and Security Program is part of NASA's Aeronautics Research Mission Directorate. It is also a partnership with the FAA, aircraft manufacturers, airlines and the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. The program's goal is to help reduce the fatal aircraft accident rate and protect air travelers and the public from security threats.

For information about NASA's Aviation Safety and Security Program, on the Web visit: http://avsp.larc.nasa.gov

For information about NASA's Aeronautics Research Mission Directorate, visit: http://www.aeronautics.nasa.gov

(end text)
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Text: Seven Potential Millennium Challenge Account Qualifiers Announced

(United States to help countries meet criteria but success not guaranteed) (590)

The Bush administration has named the first seven countries that can qualify for new U.S. development assistance if they undertake the required reforms with U.S. help.

In a September 30 news release, the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) announced that those countries have been invited under the Threshold Program to submit plans for improving performance in areas essential to Millennium Challenge Account (MCA) eligibility.

The seven countries are Albania, East Timor, Kenya, Sao Tome and Principe, Tanzania, Uganda and Yemen.

In May, the MCC named the first 16 countries eligible for MCA assistance in the fiscal year that began October 1, 2003.

Under the Threshold Program, countries that came close to MCA eligibility and have demonstrated a commitment to meeting MCA's criteria can receive U.S. help to achieve this goal in the future.

However, the MCC emphasized that the participation in the Threshold Program does not guarantee participants will qualify for assistance from the MCA, which is designed to help poor countries committed to ruling justly, encouraging economic freedom and investing in its people.

Following is the text of the news release:

(begin text)

Millennium Challenge Corporation

September 30, 2004

PRESS RELEASE

Millennium Challenge Corporation Names Seven Countries Eligible for Threshold Program

Washington D.C. -- Today Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) announced the selection of the first seven countries eligible to apply for Threshold Program assistance.  This program is open to countries that came close to, but did not qualify for, Millennium Challenge Account (MCA) eligibility and have demonstrated a commitment to meeting MCA's selection criteria.  Millennium Challenge Corporation believes that a sound policy framework creates an environment where development assistance can be most effective, and so has designed the Threshold Program to help countries that are committed to making policy reforms improve their performance in areas of ruling justly, encouraging economic freedom, and investing in people.

Albania, East Timor, Kenya, Sao Tome and Principe, Tanzania, Uganda, and Yemen are invited to submit their plans for improving performance on policies that Millennium Challenge Corporation evaluates.  Both the US Agency for International Development and MCC will assess the proposals based on the political commitment of each country to undertake reforms.  Although the Threshold Program is designed as a way to help countries work toward Millennium Challenge Account eligibility, simply participating in this program will not guarantee that they will qualify for MCA selection.  Success under the Threshold Program will be judged based only on concrete and significant efforts made by governments.

In announcing the start of the Threshold Program, MCC Chief Executive Officer Paul Applegarth emphasized that "Making policy changes will require strong leadership and commitment, and Millenni um Challenge Corporation will support countries that are willing to undertake these efforts."  Welcoming today's announcement, USAID Administrator Andrew Natsios said that his agency looks forward to working with MCC and Threshold countries on the new program, although he noted, "Progress is not going to be quick or easy; it is going to require sustained leadership in the countries themselves."  The Threshold Program will be managed mainly through a partnership between Millennium Challenge Corporation and the U.S. Agency for International Development, although other US government agencies may also implement parts of the program.

Millennium Challenge Corporation, a new government corporation designed to work with some of the poorest countries in the world, is based on the principle that aid is most effective when it reinforces sound political, economic, and social policies that promote poverty reduction through economic growth.

(end text)
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Transcript: White House Daily Briefing, October 1

(Presidential debate, Israel/Gaza Strip, week ahead) (2020)

White House Press Secretary Scott McClellan briefed reporters on Air Force One the morning of October 1 as they accompanied President Bush on a trip to Allenton, Pennsylvania.

Following is the transcript of the White House briefing:

(begin transcript)

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

(Allentown, Pennsylvania)

October 1, 2004

PRESS GAGGLE WITH SCOTT McCLELLAN

Aboard Air Force One

En Route Allentown, Pennsylvania

10:29 A.M. EDT

MR. McCLELLAN:  Hello, weary-eyed gagglers. I'll get to the week ahead in a second.  I don't have a whole lot for you this morning.  The President had his usual briefings at the hotel.  Then we go to Allentown and then Manchester. He'll tape his radio address this afternoon, as well.  And that's really all I've got.

QUESTION:  Topic?

MR. McCLELLAN:  He'll be talking about -- and it's something I'll announce in the week ahead -- the tax relief that just passed the Congress, and that he will be signing on Monday.

Q:  Is there any theme to today's events?

MR. McCLELLAN:  I think you can expect the President to talk a little bit more about last night's debate.  I expect the President will talk about Senator Kerry's pattern of contradictions and inconsistencies on Iraq.  Last night Senator Kerry talked about how he viewed Iraq as a mistake, and then in the very next response, he was asked, are our troops dying for a mistake, and he said, no.

And I think you can expect the President will also talk about other contradictions that the Senator gave, such as his voting to send our troops into combat but then being one of four senators to vote against funding those troops. And you know, Senator Kerry said it was a mistake in what he said about that vote.  The mistake is not how he said it, the mistake was how he voted.  It was a mistake to vote for the authorization -- for use of force and then vote against funding our troops.

And I think the President will talk about how last night the American people saw clear differences in how the candidates would lead in the war on terrorism going forward.  There are fundamental differences in this race on that critical issue that goes to the number one responsibility of the President, which is the safety and the security of the American people.  And Senator Kerry showed a fundamental misunderstanding of the war on terrorism when he talked about basing his decisions about America's security on a global test.  And I think the President will talk about that in his remarks, and talk about how Senator Kerry really had no vision to offer other than to talk about convening a summit.  And the President will touch on that, as well.

Q:  Did you learn anything about his performance last night?  Did he talk about some of the things --

MR. McCLELLAN:  The President felt great, because it was an opportunity for the American people to see the fundamental differences in this race.  I think the American people saw in the President someone who spoke clearly about what he believes and where he wants to lead the country, and they saw someone who was speaking from the heart.  He spoke passionately about his strong convictions and his firm commitment to completing the mission and prevailing in the war on terrorism.

This is an ideological struggle that we're in.  It's a struggle to defeat the ideology of hatred and tyranny.  And the President talked about that.  I think in Senator Kerry, last night, you saw a pre-9/11 mentality.  September 11th changed everything, and it was a defining moment in this presidency.  And the President knows that to win the war on terrorism, we must stay on the offensive to defeat the terrorists, and we must also work to advance freedom throughout the world, so that we can defeat the ideology of hatred that has breeded -- that has been breeding in the Middle East over the last couple of decades.

Q:  Has he seen some of the reviews today, what people are saying?  Is he ---

MR. McCLELLAN:  Not much.  He's been focused on, as I said, on some of his presidential duties this morning.  So not really.  He's popped in when some of us have been watching some of the coverage, and things like that, but he's focused on his remarks and other duties.

Q:  Scott, there are some people saying that he seemed annoyed or exasperated or disgusted at times.  Did he say last night, talking about it, that he felt annoyed, exasperated, disgusted by the things Kerry said?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Look, I've known the President a long time, and I think last night you saw a President who speaks with clarity and strength and shows resolve.  And I think that the real issue that came out of the debates last night was the clear differences on how we lead in the war on terrorism.  And also, Senator Kerry really needed to show -- really needed to explain his contradictions and inconsistencies on Iraq.  Not only did he fail to do that, he made matters worse when he talked about Iraq, and continued to show more -- it's part of a pattern with Senator Kerry.  He continued to show more contradictions and inconsistencies.

But I think -- the campaign is going to be on the ground.  You'll have campaign officials that will be there to talk to you more about those issues.

Q:  I'm not asking what he showed, I'm just asking, did he tell you or anyone that he felt annoyed or exasperated while he was up there?

MR. McCLELLAN:  No, actually the President, last night and this morning, felt great about the debate, I think, like I said, for the reasons that I stated.

Q:  Did you learn anything new about him, style or substance, as a debater?

MR. McCLELLAN:  The President?

Q:  Did the President, did the White House, did the campaign learn anything new about Senator Kerry's --

MR. McCLELLAN:  Well, that might be a question you might want to direct to the campaign.  And like I said, there are going to some campaign officials -- I think they'll talk to you on the ground when we get there, and they can talk to you more about those details.  But what I was talking about, from the substantive standpoint of the differences over the war on terrorism, and that is the number one issue facing the American people, is how to lead in the war on terrorism to better protect the American people.  And there were clear differences shown last night.

The President fully recognizes that September 11th changed the world that we live in, that there are dangerous threats out there that we face.  And he talked about his two-prong strategy and multi-front approach to winning the war on terrorism.  And Senator Kerry exhibited a pre-9/11 mentality throughout the debate.

Q:  Is there any consideration being given to not participating in any of the other two debates?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Oh, no, I haven't heard anything like that.  Again, those are good questions for the campaign.  But I haven't heard anything like that. The President looks forward to the remaining debates.

Q:  Senator McCain earlier told us that he thought the debate went well for Kerry, and that, he said, it probably was his brightest moment in six months.

Q:  Months or six weeks?

Q:  I think six weeks, I'm sorry, six weeks.  What is your -- do you disagree with McCain on that?

MR. McCLELLAN:  You'll have campaign officials talk.  I think Senator McCain talked about Senator Kerry's contradictions and inconsistencies, as well. That's what I saw him talk about last night.

Q:  Do you think the take on who won this, you know, there's more positive reviews from McCain from last night and this morning -- do you think that will change, as we go on and vet some of these things that McCain said, some of these positions he took and contradictions?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Again, if you look at -- and like I said, some of these questions are going to be good to talk to the campaign about.  What I saw last night in the debate were the fundamental differences over how to lead in the war on terrorism.  The President's number one responsibility is the safety and security of the American people.  And this President will do what it takes to defend and protect the American people.  And I think it shows that -- a very disturbing sense from Senator Kerry, when -- I think it shows something that is very disturbing, when Senator Kerry talks about meeting a global test to base his decision on defending America.

Q:  What is a global test?  Do you know what that means?

MR. McCLELLAN:  I think Senator Kerry was talking about how he would leave decisions like this to other countries.  And the President has talked about the importance of building strong coalitions, and we have built strong coalitions to confront the threats we face in the world.  But he also recognizes that -- he's not going to let some other country veto a decision when it comes to protecting the American people.  He'll talk a little bit more about this in his remarks.  I don't want to get too far into it yet.

Q:  Bob Hillman?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Week ahead.

Q:  Just one more, actually.  On Israel's incursion in the Gaza, is Israel going too far with its incursion yesterday?  What is your message?

MR. McCLELLAN:  We've spoken to this issue a number of times.  We want parties to focus on getting back to moving forward on the road map.  And Prime Minister Sharon has a bold proposal that can help us get jump-started again on the road map.  And it's an opportunity for the Palestinians to seize this moment.  There continues to be ongoing violence.  We've always said Israel has the right to defend itself, but it's also important to keep in mind the impact of those decisions.  And it's important for all parties to refocus again on moving forward on the road map.

Okay, week ahead.  On Monday, October 4th, the President will make remarks and sign the Working Families Tax Relief Act of 2004 in Des Moines, Iowa.  Then he'll participate in an "Ask President Bush" event in Clive, Iowa.

On Tuesday, there are no public events scheduled.  We have the Vice Presidential debate in Cleveland, that night, obviously.  On Wednesday, the President will participate in a "Focus on Medical Liability with President Bush" event in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania.  Then he will make remarks at an Oakland County, Michigan Victory 2004 rally in Farmington Hills, Michigan.  And on Thursday, the 7th, he will make remarks at a Wassau, Wisconsin Victory 2004 rally.  We overnight in St. Louis.  Then he'll participate in a Presidential debate on Friday in St. Louis, as you all are aware.  We overnight Friday night in St. Louis.

Then on Saturday, he'll make remarks at a Missourians for Matt Blunt and the Missouri Republican Party Breakfast in St. Louis.  Then he'll make remarks at a Waterloo, Iowa, Victory 2004 rally.  Then remarks at a Scott County, Minnesota Victory 2004 rally.  He'll overnight at the Bush ranch.

Q:  That's all Saturday, right?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Yes.  And Sunday no public events.  He'll overnight at the Bush -- at the ranch in Crawford.  And we'll be traveling through October 15th, and that will all be overnight travel.  So we'll get you more details later on those events.

Q:  Sunday through the 15th, you travel straight?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Back on the night of the 15th.

Q:  No D.C. anywhere in there?

MR. McCLELLAN:  No, we'll be overnighting.

Q:  In Crawford?

MR. McCLELLAN:  No, Crawford I think Saturday and Sunday, and then we'll be overnighting elsewhere.

Q:  Overnighting until the 15th.

MR. McCLELLAN:  On the road.

Q:  Overnighting that entire time -- I'm sorry -- overnighting different places into the 15th, is that what you're saying?

MR. McCLELLAN:  Yes, that's what I said.

All right.

END          10:42 A.M. EDT

(end transcript)
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MR. ERELI:  Hello, everybody.  Welcome to our last briefing of the week.  If I may, let me begin with some updated numbers on hurricane assistance to the Caribbean.  

To date, U.S. Government assistance to the Caribbean in the wake -- to provide relief for the damage caused by the hurricanes is $13,372,000.  Of this 13 million, 4.8 million is emergency relief and food assistance that has been given to Haiti.  Another -- an additional -- I'm sorry, 4.8 has been given to Haiti.  There will be an additional 8.5 million for immediate and urgent reconstruction needs, which brings the total to over $63 million for the countries of the Caribbean.

QUESTION:  What?

QUESTION:  What?

MR. ERELI:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Excuse me.  Scratch that.  In addition to the 13 million, President Bush has also submitted a request to Congress for $50 million supplemental funding for reconstruction efforts in the Caribbean.  When you add the 50 million to the 13 million, we're just over $63 million.

QUESTION:  Well, hold on a second.

MR. ERELI:  It's $13.3 million.

QUESTION:  Yeah.  So if you get 16 -- if you've got 63.6 million, Haiti has gotten 12 -- 13.3 million?

MR. ERELI:  No.  Haiti has got a total of 5.3, and the way that adds up is they've got 2.7 of -- 

QUESTION:  Can you just put this on paper and give it to us, maybe?  (Laughter.)  This is just unbelievably confusing.  And I'm also assuming that the numbers that Richard gave us yesterday for the other countries are the same?

MR. ERELI:  Yep.

QUESTION:  Well, okay, paper would be nice, but as long as you're already in this halfway, would you keep reading?

MR. ERELI:  Sure.  Of Haiti, you've got -- out of the 8.5 that I mentioned as being reprogrammed, you have 2.6, and out of the 4.8 you had 2.7, so that total comes to 5.3.

QUESTION:  What?

QUESTION:  So it's 13.3 for Haiti, then?

MR. ERELI:  Yeah.

QUESTION:  All right.

QUESTION:  You said at the beginning -- 

MR. ERELI:  There -- 

QUESTION:  All right.  Since you -- since other people want to do this right now, you said at the very beginning 4.8 Haiti has gotten, but plus they're going to get an additional 8.5 million for reconstruction; is that correct?

MR. ERELI:  Right.  No, let me get it.  We've got -- you've got three pots of money, right?  You've got 4.8 which has already been spent and committed, you've got another 8.5 which is in the -- which has been found and is in the pipeline, and that comes to over 13 million.  Then you've got another 50 million that is being requested.  That's being requested.

Of the 4.8 already spent, we've got 2.7 was for Haiti.  Of the 8 million, 8.5 that we've identified but have not yet spent, 2.6 million is for Haiti.

QUESTION:  Oh, all right.  Well, then -- the way you started out was you said there was 4.8 million for Haiti plus there was going to be an additional 8.5 million for Haiti.  But that is not for Haiti -- 

MR. ERELI:  No, no.

QUESTION:  It's for the whole region.

MR. ERELI:  For the whole region.

QUESTION:  Okay.  

QUESTION:  What fund is this coming from, when you say we've identified -- 

MR. ERELI:  The 8.5 million is from reprogrammed AID money and the -- I believe the 4.8 is also from AID money.

QUESTION:  As in Agency for Inter -- 

MR. ERELI:  USAID. 

QUESTION:  While you're talking about assistance, do you have anything on U.S. expectations of bringing assistance out of the European countries, France particularly, at the Japan conference?

MR. ERELI:  I think what we're looking for in the Japan conference, really, is a follow-up to what was discussed at the -- in the United Arab Emirates and, previous to that, to Madrid, which is making good on pledges.  I would note that the pledges raised in Madrid -- I don't have the figures in front of me -- I believe they're in the neighborhood of $8 billion, maybe more.  But those were pledges made over the course of three years.  There have already been a number of disbursements made.  I don't have the exact accounting for you at this point.  I think what we'll be looking for, really, is less new giving than following up on existing giving.  But I would note that, you know, it's important to view this Tokyo meeting in the context of what's going on, what will be going on, in the region later in the month or in November in terms of a broad push for sustained assistance to Iraq, both in terms of reconstruction, security and political support.

QUESTION:  It's a two-step -- if you don't mind describing this as a two-step process.  There are funds, an IMF fund and World Bank fund.

MR. ERELI:  Right, right.

QUESTION:  But if there's a lag -- 

MR. ERELI:  And bilateral assistance.  

QUESTION:  And there's bilateral.  But if you -- right.  Well, that isn't the point of my question.  

If there's a step in the way, if you'll agree there's a lag, though you may say there's always a lag -- that's what people say when you ask them -- except Japan isn't lagging and the U.S. isn't lagging.  Everybody else is.

If there's a lag, is the lag in putting the money in the fund, or is the lag the IMF and the World Bank doing something with the money, or is it a combination, or do you know?

MR. ERELI:  I don't think there's so much a lag as the fact that much of the money from the fund has already been disbursed.  I think there's a good plan for disbursing that money.  I'm not aware that there's a lag in terms of either providing money to the fund or disbursing the fund.  I think it's a question of coordination and follow-up more than it is tightening discipline.

QUESTION:  This is kind of a logistical thing.  In the debate last night, Senator Kerry kept going on about how he would hold a summit of the leaders for Iraq, and the President then said, in response, that the Secretary Powell was helping to organize such a meeting.  And I just wanted to make sure that this hasn't moved from a foreign minister level meeting to a summit, which is -- a summit which is heads of state, to include the President.  Right?

MR. ERELI:  Right.  My latest information is that, as envisioned by the Iraqis who are leading this effort with strong support and assistance of the United States and Secretary Powell, it's at the foreign minister level.  There may be -- there may be heads of state participating so there -- it's entirely possible there will be some heads of state.  I'm not aware that every country will be represented -- I don't think every country will be represented at the head of state level at this point.

QUESTION:  So it is not envisioned as a summit?

MR. ERELI:  At this point my understanding is it's an international conference at which there will be some heads of state and some foreign ministers.  

QUESTION:  Well, which heads of state?  The Iraqi?

MR. ERELI:  It hasn't been determined, but -- 

QUESTION:  All right.  Would you characterize it as a summit?

MR. ERELI:  I would characterize it the way we've characterized it before, which is an international conference that Iraq has -- which Iraq is seeking to put together with our strong support.

QUESTION:  So the answer is no, you would not characterize it as a summit; you would characterize it as what you delicately tried to -- in trying to avoid contradicting the President, are saying, right?

MR. ERELI:  I think this is a very important international gathering that addresses the needs in Iraq and provides opportunity for the international community to support Iraq in meaningful ways -- politically, diplomatically, economically.  

QUESTION:  But you won't say that it's not a summit?

MR. ERELI:  I'm not going to revisit old transcripts.  

QUESTION:  We don't use the word "summit" much anymore.  There's a summit every five minutes, or a would-be or a pseudo summit all the time.  So I'm not concerned about that.

But I'm concerned whether the Secretary of State will head the U.S. delegation or the President will.  When the Secretary of State says he very much is for this and he's definitely going, does that preclude -- I know you can't speak for the White House, but does that preclude the President going?  

MR. ERELI:  Obviously, the United States puts -- you know, puts great store in and has great -- puts great store in and has great support for this conference, and I think our representation will be at a level appropriate to represent our interest and our support for it.  I don't know what level that will be.  

QUESTION:  Just a couple of things on Syria and Lebanon.  I presume you've seen the Secretary General's report which has been circulating around the UN today.  I'm wondering what you make of it and his conclusion that the -- the rather obvious conclusions, since there are still Syrian troops in Lebanon, that the requirements or the call, the demands or whatever they were in the last resolution, have not been met.

And then I also wondered if you have any reaction to the car bomb attack in Beirut this morning.

MR. ERELI:  On the Secretary General's report, I think it's just recently been distributed to members in New York.  I haven't had the chance to see it.  We'll be studying it carefully.  There will be discussions in the Council next week.  Based on those discussions, I think we'll, you know, we'll see where the Council stands on what the Secretary General has determined and they'll decide how they want to proceed. 

On the subject of the bombing, we strongly condemn the bombing attack this morning in Beirut against the Foreign Minister of Economic and Trade Marwan Hamadeh.   We extend our sympathies to the victims of this vicious terrorist attack and we wish Mr. Hamadeh a speedy and full recovery.  Our Ambassador paid a hospital call on Mr. Hamadeh today.  We call on the Lebanese authorities to fully investigate this attack and to bring the perpetrators and their backers to justice quickly.

QUESTION:  Will you repeat who made the call -- who made the visit?

MR. ERELI:  Our ambassador.

QUESTION:  Last week --

QUESTION:  Who is the ambassador now?

MR. ERELI:  Jeffrey Feldman.

QUESTION:  Last week, Adam, there was a similar attack in the capital of Syria and Damascus, which killed the person who it was apparently intended to kill, and you were unable to come up with a single word of condemnation for that attack, or asked the Syrians to -- for a full investigation.  I'm just wondering why.  Why is this?  Why is this attack different?

MR. ERELI:  This is an attack on a member of the Government of Lebanon and we believe that, as a member of the Government of Lebanon, as a dedicated public servant, as a man who has no alleged connections with terrorist activity, that that's a qualitatively different situation.

QUESTION:  So he rates more in your -- his life is more important somehow?

MR. ERELI:  I'm not saying that.  I'm saying that he is a minister, a former minister of a sovereign government, and that that's a very different thing than someone who is alleged to be a member of a terrorist organization.

QUESTION:  But -- okay.  So the actual target of the -- it's not the actual -- the -- it's not the bombing itself that you condemn, it's who it's directed at.

MR. ERELI:  I think what we condemn is attempting to kill a dedicated public servant who's a former minister of the Government of Lebanon.

QUESTION:  Adam?  You just said, "of a sovereign government," but isn't this resolution that was approved at the United Nations raising questions that the U.S. shares about just how sovereign the Lebanese Government is?

MR. ERELI:  The resolution calls on Syrian forces to withdraw from Lebanon and for the Lebanese Government to extend its sovereign control over all parts of Lebanese territory.  It doesn't, I think, put into doubt or question the sovereignty of that government.  It just calls on -- it calls on all nations to leave Lebanon and let Lebanon exercise its sovereignty fully over entire parts of the country.  So I'd make that distinction.

QUESTION:  But I thought the U.S. had raised issue with the parliament in Lebanon extending the term of the Lebanese President?

MR. ERELI:  But still, there is nothing we have said to call into question legitimacy, or I should put it, call into question the legitimacy of a sovereign Lebanese Government.

QUESTION:  I just want to go back to what I was trying to get at before.  Do you condemn all car bombings, or just car bombings that target people that you like?

MR. ERELI:  You know, I don't want to -- 

QUESTION:  Now you've --

MR. ERELI:  I don't want to provide a general rule.  I think what's important is we look at every situation on its merits, on its facts, on its special circumstances.  This is the reaction we believe is appropriate for the circumstances of this incident.  I'm not going to tell you we're going to respond in the same way if every circumstance is fulfilled.  We will look at each situation on its merits and give you our opinion accordingly.

And in this case, where you have a foreign minister of a sovereign government, who is attempted to be assassinated by a car bomb and who has worked for -- worked on behalf of the sovereignty of Lebanon and the independence of Lebanon, then that's something we're going to condemn.

QUESTION:  So some car bombings are okay?

MR. ERELI:  I'm not going to say that either, Matt.  I'm going to say we're going to look at every situation with regard to its particular circumstances.

QUESTION:  When there is an incident like this, a bombing like this, you have to take it on a case-by-case basis, right, to determine what your reaction is?  Is that what you're saying?

MR. ERELI:  In this case, this is a response that --

QUESTION:  You said you look at every -- you said you look at them all on the merits, correct?

MR. ERELI:  (Inaudible.)

QUESTION:  Okay.  That would apply to me you evaluate car bombings on a case-by-case basis, some of which are condemnable and which you condemn, and others of which you might not care so much about, and you think they might be even good, as far as I can tell.

MR. ERELI:  I didn't ever suggest --

QUESTION:  No, I'm not suggesting --

MR. ERELI:  -- in any way that car bombings are good.  I simply said that our reaction to incidences of violence is a function of the facts behind those incidents and you can't say every incident of violence is the same.  There are different circumstances.  There are different -- considered -- there are different facts involved in the acts of violence.  You know, frankly, we think that the use of violence to settle disputes is not the way to do it, is wrong.  So, I think that is a simple general rule that I'm willing to state.

But I also think that -- or we also think that, as I said before, in the previous case, that when issues of terror are involved, we are talking about a cycle of violence that needs to be stopped, that needs to be addressed.  And so, you know, you have to look at the different circumstances.  You have to take into account the facts of each case, and based on the facts of the case that I'm talking about today, this is the response that is appropriate.

QUESTION:  Follow-up.  Can you -- as long as you're talking about the facts, it's been a week or two weeks now since the other car bombing Matt referred to, I believe -- do you have any considered judgment as to what happened in that case?

MR. ERELI:  I don't have any new facts that, I think, change our initial reaction to that incident.

QUESTION:  Which was?  Which was?

MR. ERELI:  I refer you to the record.

QUESTION:  Right, exactly, which was -- you said it was an act of violence, but you didn't condemn it.  You didn't say it was bad, correct?

QUESTION:  Is the U.S. talking to Syria about this incident?

MR. ERELI:  The United States is calling for a full and immediate investigation, and so to the extent that that concerns other countries, the same message would apply.

Yes.

QUESTION:  I have a question about the ongoing chaos in Gaza, and also Chairman Arafat was even condemned by the Palestinian Parliament.  They want -- from what you've been talking and saying here at the State Department the last year, they even want more security put in place and he's been unwilling to do that.  Do you have any reaction?

MR. ERELI:  I don't have any reaction to that last question.  On the situation in Gaza, there are ongoing military operations in Gaza.  Obviously, we understand that Israel has the right to defend itself.  We've also noted with regret, reports of civilian casualties.  We urge the Government of Israel to take every measure to ensure that only proportional force is used to counter the threats it faces.  We urge Israel to avoid civilian casualties and minimize humanitarian consequences.  These kinds of casualties can only make all of our efforts to achieve a durable peace more difficult.

QUESTION:  And what do you mean by proportional force, proportional to what, in other words, one murder equals one -- 

MR. ERELI:  No, I think that it's important, we think it's important, we've made it clear our view that it's important to avoid civilian casualties, to not target civilians, to minimize damage to innocent life and property.  And it's understandable that if you're under attack by terrorists, you need to respond, but that response should be gauged at the terrorists and should not victimize innocents.

QUESTION:  (Inaudible) that you're aware of?  Civilians who aren't terrorists, I mean.

MR. ERELI:  I -- no.

QUESTION:  All right.  I mean, I know you were speaking quickly and philosophically.  But you're not suggesting that Israel has ever targeted --

MR. ERELI:  I'm not suggesting anyone is targeting civilians.  I'm suggesting that everyone should --

QUESTION:  Anyone?

MR. ERELI:  I'm not suggesting that one is targeting civilians.

QUESTION:  Hamas doesn't target civilians?

MR. ERELI:  I'm not suggesting that Israel is targeting civilians.  What I am suggesting is that civilians should be -- harm to civilians should be avoided and all care should be taken to protect and respect civilian life and property.

Yes.

QUESTION:  I'd like to go to another topic from the debate last night, and that was North Korea.  And I wonder, how exactly do you think bilateral talks with North Korea would undermine the six-party process, given the fact that several of the members are having their own bilateral talks with North Korea and are urging the U.S. to do the same?

MR. ERELI:  The United States believes that the best and most effective way to denuclearization the Korean Peninsula is through a diplomatic solution in a multilateral context.  That multilateral context is the six-party framework.  It is something that we have, I think, worked painstakingly and creatively with our allies to put in place.  

We have chosen to go this route precisely because the bilateral experience failed, and that when we did have bilateral engagement with North Korea, they signed agreements with they promptly violated.  So if North Korea wants to engage with us bilaterally, we're just reluctant to do that because we've been there, done that, and it didn't work.  

I don't think that it necessarily follows that if other countries are dealing with North Korea bilaterally, that that undermines the six -- that that undermines or comes at the expense of their commitment to the six-party process.  To the contrary, I think what we see in our dealings with the other partners, the other four partners in the six-party process is a recognition that is achieved some important results.  There is a broad recognition among those in the Peninsula of the threat posed by North Korea, and I think the effectiveness of the approach of working together to confront that.

So we remain fully committed to that multilateral, that diplomatic approach.  We think that past efforts and other approaches haven't been successful, and that this one is moving us in the right direction.

QUESTION:  Don't you think if the U.S. met privately that would undermine the six-party?

MR. ERELI:  You know, our focus is on dealing with North Korea through this process.  There really isn't -- there aren't other issues, I think, that we need to talk about bilaterally, and therefore, the need for such a meeting.  Obviously, I suppose there's the theoretical possibility of bilateral meetings, but at this point, it really doesn't -- it's not an issue that we're entertaining seriously or see the need for.

Yeah.

QUESTION:  Can we go to (inaudible)?  Actually, (inaudible) stay on North Korea.  I mean, the fact is, Adam, that while the U.S. is using its allies to put pressure on North Korea, within the framework of these talks, there have been one-on-one talks directly with the North Koreans.  Why has the U.S. apparently done -- what is the U.S. apparently adopting both approaches?

MR. ERELI:  I don't think they're -- I wouldn't characterize them as one-on-one talks.  First of all, not from our side.  We haven't had one-on-one talks --

QUESTION:  Jim Kelly has absolutely met with the North Korean counterpart, with his North Korean counterpart. 

MR. ERELI:  That's within the context of the six-party talks, number one.

QUESTION:  That's what I said.

MR. ERELI:  Number two, I wouldn't call them talks.  Number three, I think there's no inconsistency in -- when you're in a six-party framework and you're in a multilateral framework, having conversations with the different groups that are there, that to qualify, to characterize those as bilateral negotiations is, I think, mischaracterizing them.

QUESTION:  I didn't say negotiation.  I said talks, conversations.  You've had conversations with --

MR. ERELI:  Sure.  Sure.  We've had conversations --

QUESTION:  -- with the North Koreans directly.

MR. ERELI:  -- with the North Koreans at the six-party talks and within the six-party talks, but that's very different from what your colleague was suggesting, which is a bilateral track to address this issue.  They're, again, different things.  Does that answer your question?

QUESTION:  Somewhat.

MR. ERELI:  Sir.

QUESTION:  Still on six-party talks.  I understand how this Administration think the six-party talk is important.  As we know, recently, the North Korean people seemed very, very reluctant to come back to the six-party talk.  However, yesterday, Secretary Powell was very optimistic.  In stakeout with the Chinese Foreign Minister, he said, "They have, in recent weeks, indicated that they are still committed to the six-party talks."  What does this mean?  Do you have any concrete information which indicates that the North Korean people come back to the six-party talks?

MR. ERELI:  I don't have any concrete information to share with you.  I think the characterization is accurate, that one should not conclude from the fact that this round, the latest round did not take place as scheduled, that somehow there's a lack of interest or an abandonment of the six-party process.  I think it's more of a question of timing and scheduling than it is commitment, and that's the point the Secretary was making.

Sudan.  Sorry.

QUESTION:  Can you update us on the status in terrorist groups there and what steps the Sudanese Government is taking to expel them? 

MR. ERELI:  Most of that information is in our annual report on Patterns of Terrorism.  In a nutshell, we've got an ongoing dialogue with the Government of Sudan on counterterrorism issues.  They have taken a number of, I think, important in -- as part of that cooperation.  We continue, however, to have concerns about the presence of Hamas and Palestinian Islamic Jihad in Sudan.  And it's those remaining associations with terrorist groups, I think, that keeps them on the list. 

Go ahead.

QUESTION:  Oh.  I was just going to be very brief because I'm sure you don't have an answer.  The governments of India and Ukraine have both said that they have complained about the inclusion of entities from their countries in the latest round sanctions, the Iran sanctions that were announced earlier this week.  Do you know if you've received these complaints?  And if you have, are you going to -- what's your response to them?

MR. ERELI:  I don't know.  I'll see if we have received them, and if we have, what our response is.

QUESTION:  Okay.  And in a very similar vein, the head of the press -- or an OSCE official yesterday said that he had written to Secretary Powell asking for the remaining restrictions on books published -- books by authors from countries that you don't like -- there are apparently some residual restrictions on publishing them in the United States.  He's asking for them to be removed, saying that these restrictions are inconsistent with free speech.  Do you know if the Secretary has received that letter?

MR. ERELI:  I don't.  I will check.  Who was it from in the OSCE? 

QUESTION:  He is the special apporteur for TERF for freedom of expression, or something like that.  I'll get it for you.

MR. ERELI:  Okay.

Yes, ma'am.

QUESTION:  Another question on Sudan.  What can you tell us about the agreement that Sudan has agreed in principle to accept more African Union troops?  Can you give us a sense of when you expect to be able to get more troops on the ground?

MR. ERELI:  Very soon.  That's probably about as specific as I can get for you.  We think it's important that more troops get there quickly.  We certainly welcome Foreign Minister Ismail's comments that the Government of Sudan has agreed to an African Union request for an expanded mission in Darfur.  We are working with all of the parties to help the African Union rapidly deploy and expand -- rapidly deploy the expanded monitoring and protection force.

For our part, we have provided an initial outlay of 6.8 million to -- for logistical support for this deployment and we've been allocated an additional $20.6 million for immediate support.  I would note, the Secretary spoke with Nigerian President Obasanjo last Thursday in New York, to go over many of the, I think, detailed and tactical issues involved with a expanded deployment.

We have made it clear to the African Union that with these funds, we're prepared to consider their request for technical and logistic support and we're encouraging our European partners to make specific and substantial pledges as soon as possible, and within the State Department, within the U.S. Government, we've established a task force to help do -- or to provide assistance from the U.S. Government to speeding up this deployment.

So the short answer is, it's important that these expanded monitor -- this expanded deployment get to Sudan quickly.  We are working with Nigeria, members of the African Union, the Government of Sudan, the Europeans, and within our own government to provide the resources and wherewithal to make that happen.

QUESTION:  Are there any more details on the size of the mandate?

MR. ERELI:  Not that I have.  I think this is something that the African Union will be discussing, but I don't have details for you.

Yes.  I'm sorry, in the back.

QUESTION:  Well, are you going to -- are you on the same subject, Joel, or you want to change?  I want to change.  Is that all right?

QUESTION:  Yes.

QUESTION:  Bahrain, two days ago, following up on that, the Bahrain Government said it closed the Bahrain Center for Human Rights because it continued to violate terms of its license as a center for documentation and research for human rights, not as a center for political activities, as the people in charge had used it and Abdulhadi al-Khawaja was arrested on suspicion of violating a longstanding domestic law prohibiting nongovernmental groups from engaging in political activities.  Have you heard this and what is your reaction?

QUESTION:  Two days ago.

MR. ERELI:  We have heard it.

QUESTION:  I saw the question two days ago.

MR. ERELI:  We've heard about it.  Our ambassador -- or our chargé has met with the Government of Bahrain to express our concern about this issue.  The organization in question and its executive director are -- I think Bahrain is -- if not only, certainly the most prominent and respected human rights organization.  Their -- his arrest and their de-licensing raises serious questions, serious concerns, which we have expressed to the Government of Bahrain.

Bahrain has -- the Government of Bahrain has said, as a matter of policy, that it is committed to democratization and civil liberties.  It has certainly demonstrated that in practice over the years.  So this is a development that certainly caught our attention and we are asking for clarification.

QUESTION:  And you haven't gotten any in the last two days?

MR. ERELI:  I don't have anything to -- I have not seen what -- what's come back, so I'll check and see if we've got any -- anything more to say on it.

QUESTION:  Can I go back quickly to the initial discussion about the conference on Iraq?

QUESTION:  Well, wait.  Can I just ask about --

QUESTION:  Yeah, go ahead, sorry.

QUESTION:  Has there been any new conversation with the Government of Bahrain since it was addressed from the podium by you or Richard, who said exactly the same thing, a day or so ago?  Has there been a new contact?

MR. ERELI:  No, there has not been -- not that I'm aware of.  I haven't checked.  I'll check and see if there is anything new to say in terms of what we found out or what we've raised.

QUESTION:  Thanks.  In my initial conversation about the international conference regarding Iraq, has there been a date and venue on that?

MR. ERELI:  There have been dates and venues reported, but there has been nothing --

QUESTION:  Right, but the way you guys were talking about it, it sounds like it's --

MR. ERELI:  There has been nothing formally announced by either the host or the Government of Iraq.

QUESTION:  Thank you.

MR. ERELI:  Joel.

QUESTION:  Yes, the UN wants to visit the Iranian nuclear site and they're going to do this, I guess, maybe not as thorough as the IAEA.  But do you have any comments regarding this, with respect to the debates last night with both President Bush and John F. Kerry?

MR. ERELI:  I don't know what visit you're speaking about?

QUESTION:  An on-site inspection.

MR. ERELI:  Through the IAEA or through the UN?

QUESTION:  No, through the UN.

MR. ERELI:  I'm not familiar with that visit.  I mean, clearly, the IAEA has called upon Iran to allow immediate on-sight visits and inspections and that's what Iran has committed to.  So we would certainly look to Iran to fulfill those pledges when the IAEA and its staff want to see things.

As far as our approach to Iran goes, I don't really have any comment on the debates.  My only comment would be to repeat for you, reiterate for you what our longstanding position is, and that is that Iran, by its policies of supporting terrorism, pursuing weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems, and their opposition to the peace process represent, we believe, a problem, a threat that needs to be addressed.  We are working through the international community and our partners in the international community to do that.  Our efforts with the IAEA to confront and deal with Iran's clandestine nuclear weapons program, I think, is a good example of that, and we'll continue to pursue our diplomatic, multilateral response to that problem.

QUESTION:  Thank you.

MR. ERELI:  Thanks. 

(The briefing was concluded at 1:55 p.m.)

(end transcript)
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Text: Up to 70,000 Refugees Authorized for U.S. Entry in 2005

(President makes annual declaration on refugee admission ceilings) (880)

President Bush determined October 1 that up to 70,000 refugees may be admitted to the United States in fiscal year 2005 for resettlement.

The president also designated that the number of refugees should be divided among the world regions. Because of U.S. humanitarian concerns, the largest number -- 20,000 -- is reserved for Africa, the second largest -- 13,000 -- for East Asia, and the remainder divided among Europe and Central Asia, Latin America/Caribbean and Near East/South Asia.

U.S. laws regarding refugees and immigration require the president to make the annual determination on admissions as a new fiscal year begins in October. The 2005 plan was outlined in a memorandum for the secretary of state who will direct the Bureau of Populations, Refugees and Migration (PRM) to enact the policy.

PRM Assistant Secretary Gene Dewey recently testified to Congress that he anticipated slightly more than 50,000 refugees would be admitted by the end of the 2004 fiscal year September 30, contrasted with admissions below 28,000 in each of the previous two years. Security concerns and immigration policy reviews stemming from the September 2001 terrorist attacks have slowed refugee admissions thus far in this decade. 

The text of the presidential determination on refugee admissions follows:

(begin text)

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

(Allentown, Pennsylvania)

October 1, 2004

September 30, 2004

Presidential Determination No. 2004-53

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE

SUBJECT: Presidential Determination on FY 2005 Refugee Admissions Numbers and Authorizations of In-Country Refugee Status Pursuant to Sections 207 and 101(a)(42), respectively, of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and Determination Pursuant to Section 2(b)(2) of the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act, as Amended

In accordance with section 207 of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the "Act") (8 U.S.C. 1157), as amended, and after appropriate consultations with the Congress, I hereby make the following determinations and authorize the following actions:

The admission of up to 70,000 refugees to the United States during FY 2005 is justified by humanitarian concerns or is otherwise in the national interest; provided, however, that this number shall be understood as including persons admitted to the United States during FY 2005 with Federal refugee resettlement assistance under the Amerasian immigrant admissions program, as provided below.

The 70,000 admissions numbers shall be allocated among refugees of special humanitarian concern to the United States in accordance with the following regional allocations; provided, however, that the number allocated to the East Asia region shall include persons admitted to the United States during FY 2005 with Federal refugee resettlement assistance under section 584 of the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act of 1988, as contained in section 101(e) of Public Law 100-202 (Amerasian immigrants and their family members); provided further that the number allocated to the former Soviet Union shall include persons admitted who were nationals of the former Soviet Union, or in the case of persons having no nationality, who were habitual residents of the former Soviet Union, prior to September 2, 1991:

Africa  . . . . . . . . . . 20,000

East Asia . . . . . . . . . 13,000

Europe and Central Asia . .  9,500

Latin America/Caribbean . .  5,000

Near East/South Asia  . . .  2,500

Unallocated Reserve . . . . 20,000

The 20,000 unallocated refugee numbers shall be allocated to regional ceilings as needed.  Upon providing notification to the Judiciary Committees of the Congress, you are hereby authorized to use unallocated numbers in regions where the need for additional numbers arises.

Additionally, upon notification to the Judiciary Committees of the Congress, you are further authorized to transfer unused numbers allocated to a particular region to one or more other regions, if there is a need for greater numbers for the region or regions to which the numbers are being transferred.  Consistent with section 2(b)(2) of the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962, as amended, I hereby determine that assistance to or on behalf of persons applying for admission to the United States as part of the overseas refugee admissions program will contribute to the foreign policy interests of the United States and designate such persons for this purpose.

An additional 10,000 refugee admissions numbers shall be made available during FY 2005 for the adjustment to permanent resident status under section 209(b) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1159(b)) of aliens who have been granted asylum in the United States under section 208 of the Act (8 U.S.C. 1158), as this is justified by humanitarian concerns or is otherwise in the national interest.

In accordance with section 101(a)(42) of the Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)), and after appropriate consultation with the Congress, I also specify that, for FY 2005, the following persons may, if otherwise qualified, be considered refugees for the purpose of admission to the United States within their countries of nationality or habitual residence:

a. Persons in Vietnam

b. Persons in Cuba

c. Persons in the former Soviet Union

d. In exceptional circumstances, persons identified by a U.S. Embassy in any location

You are authorized and directed to report this determination to the Congress immediately and to publish it in the Federal Register.

GEORGE W. BUSH

(end text)

(Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Text: Childhood Obesity Requires Comprehensive Approach, Report Says

(Report urges healthy diet, more opportunities for physical activity) (3150)

Reversing the rapid rise in obesity among American children and youth will require a comprehensive approach by schools, families, communities, industry and government similar to national anti-smoking efforts, according to September 30 Institute of Medicine report.

The recommendations of the report, "Preventing Childhood Obesity: Health in the Balance," seek to increase and improve opportunities for children to engage in physical activity and eat a healthy diet, according to a National Academy of Science press release issued with the report's release.

Childhood obesity is epidemic in some countries and on the rise in others, according to a separate assessment by the World Health Organization. An estimated 17.6 million children under five are estimated to be overweight worldwide. Though the new IOM report is focused on the United States, the problem is global and increasingly extends into the developing world. In Thailand, for example, the prevalence of obesity in 5- to 12-year-old children rose from 12.2 percent to 15.6 percent in two years.

"We must act now and we must do this as a nation," said Jeffrey Koplan, vice president for academic health affairs at Emory University in Georgia and former director of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. "Obesity may be a personal issue, but at the same time, families, communities, and corporations all are adversely affected by obesity and all bear responsibility for changing social norms to better promote healthier lifestyles."

Koplan chaired the committee of 19 experts who developed the report in response to a request from Congress for an obesity-prevention plan based on sound science and the most promising approaches.

Specific recommended steps include a call for schools to implement nutritional standards for all foods and beverages served on school grounds, including those from vending machines. The committee also recommended that schools expand opportunities for all students to engage daily in at least 30 minutes of moderate to vigorous physical activity.

The report calls on the food, beverage and entertainment industries to voluntarily develop and implement guidelines for advertising and marketing directed at children and youth. Restaurants should continue to expand their offerings of nutritious foods and beverages, and should provide calorie content of menu items and other nutrition information.

Parents must provide healthy foods in the home and encourage physical activity by limiting children's recreational television, videogame, and computer time to less than two hours a day.

Health insurers and health plans should designate childhood obesity prevention as a priority health issue and include screening and obesity prevention services in routine clinical practice, the report says. Insurers largely focus on treating obesity, but the high cost of such treatment should give insurers an incentive to prevent the condition.

Pre-publication copies of "Preventing Childhood Obesity: Health in the Balance" are available from the National Academies Press at http://www.nap.edu 

Text of the National Academy of Science press release follows:

(begin text)

National Academy of Science

Press release, September 30, 2004

National Effort Urgently Needed to Combat Childhood Obesity; Actions Required by Schools, Families, Communities, Industry, and Government

WASHINGTON -- Reversing the rapid rise in obesity among American children and youth will require a m

  ultipronged approach by schools, families, communities, industry, and government that would be as comprehensive and ambitious as national anti-smoking efforts, according to a new report from the Institute of Medicine of the National Academies. While no single intervention or group acting alone can stop the epidemic of childhood obesity, the steps recommended by the committee that wrote the report all aim to increase and improve opportunities for children to engage in physical activity and eat a healthy diet.

"We must act now and we must do this as a nation," said Jeffrey Koplan, vice president for academic health affairs, Emory University, Atlanta, and former director of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Koplan chaired the committee of 19 experts in child health, nutrition, fitness, and public health who developed the report in response to a request from Congress for an obesity prevention plan based on sound science and the most promising approaches. "Obesity may be a personal issue, but at the same time, families, communities, and corporations all are adversely affected by obesity and all bear responsibility for changing social norms to better promote healthier lifestyles," Koplan added. "We recognize that several of our recommendations challenge entrenched aspects of American life and business, but if we are not willing to make some fundamental shifts in our attitudes and actions, obesity's toll on our nation's health and well-being will only worsen."

Among specific steps recommended by the report is a call for schools to implement nutritional standards for all foods and beverages served on school grounds, including those from vending machines. The committee also recommended that schools expand opportunities for all students to engage in at least 30 minutes of moderate to vigorous physical activity each day.

The report also calls on the food, beverage, and entertainment industries to voluntarily develop and implement guidelines for advertising and marketing directed at children and youth. Congress should give the Federal Trade Commission the authority to monitor compliance with the guidelines and establish external review boards to prohibit ads that fail to comply. Restaurants should continue to expand their offerings of nutritious foods and beverages, and should provide calorie content and other nutrition information.

Parents must play their part as well, by providing healthy foods in the home and encouraging physical activity by limiting their children's recreational TV, videogame, and computer time to less than two hours a day, among other means.

Community organizations and state and local governments can make a difference by implementing programs that promote nutrition and regular physical activity and by supporting the establishment or revision of zoning ordinances and comprehensive plans to include or enhance sidewalks, bike paths, parks and playgrounds, and other recreational facilities.

The committee did not call for a "junk food tax" or the repeal of agricultural subsidies. However, it did recommend that federal programs such as the Food Stamp Program and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) support pilot programs to increase participants' access to nutritious foods including fruits and vegetables.

Schools' Influence on Healthy Eating, Exercise

New policies are urgently needed to ensure that all foods and beverages available at schools are consistent with nutrition guidelines, the report says. There has been a rapid increase in the availability and marketing of foods such as vending-machine sodas and snacks, and other high-calorie, low-nutrient foods and beverages that compete with those offered through federal school-meal programs, the report says. A 2000 report from the General Accounting Office found that competitive foods were sold in 98 percent of secondary schools, 74 percent of middle schools, and 43 percent of elementary schools. While the U.S. Department of Agriculture requires school meals to follow its Dietary Guidelines for Americans, federal restrictions on competitive foods and beverages are limited to prohibiting the sale of soft drinks and certain types of candy in cafeterias while meals are being served, although 21 states have imposed further restrictions.

Schools should implement new nutritional standards for all foods and beverages served or sold on their grounds. These standards should be developed by USDA in consultation with independent scientific advisers and should include standards for fat and sugar content. The committee recognized that many schools rely on funds raised by the sale of competitive foods and beverages and the advertising that may accompany these sales. Schools should develop and enact policies to make themselves as free of advertising as possible, the report says. As alternatives, other fund-raising activities, such as walkathons, should be encouraged.

To counter trends of decreasing physical activity among school-age children, schools should provide opportunities for students to engage in at least 30 minutes of moderate to vigorous physical activity daily, the report says. Schools should provide physical education classes that last 30 to 60 minutes each day. But because children have a variety of abilities and interests, schools also should expand opportunities beyond traditional physical education classes to create or enhance intramural sports, activity clubs, walking and biking to school, and other venues and programs.

The committee called on school health services to play a more prominent role in addressing obesity by measuring each student's weight, height, and body mass index (BMI) annually and providing the results to the students and families. Given that many adolescents do not get annual checkups, this information would help families become aware of any weight concerns and track their children's progress.

Healthy Eating and Activity at Home

Although many societal factors affect children's eating and activity habits, parents can exert a profound influence on their children by promoting healthy foods and an active lifestyle from an early age and serving as role models, the report says. Parents can encourage their children to develop a healthy, varied diet by introducing new foods in a persistent but noncoercive fashion. Studies show that repeated exposure is most critical during the early years of life and that it can take five to 10 exposures to a new food before a child will accept it. In addition, parents should consider smaller portion sizes, encourage children to stop eating when they feel full, and avoid using food as a reward.

Parents also should stock their homes with healthy products, particularly fruits and vegetables, to encourage their kids to choose them as snacks. Many concerns have been raised about whether increased consumption of sweetened beverages, such as soft drinks and flavored drinks, is linked to the rise of childhood obesity. By the time they are 14 years old, 52 percent of boys and 32 percent of girls are drinking three or more eight-ounce servings of soda a day. The links between sweetened beverage consumption and BMI are not definitive, the report notes. However, the committee recommended that children be encouraged to avoid sodas and other high-calorie, low-nutrient beverages because of concerns about excessive consumption of "empty calories" and displacement of beverages containing fewer calories and more nutrients.

Caregivers can encourage children to make physical activity a regular part of their lives by engaging in active play or sports with them, providing equipment and opportunities, and by cheering on children's active pursuits. In addition, parents should decrease their children's inactivity by limiting recreational TV viewing as well as video and computer game playing to less than two hours a day. Studies have shown that the prevalence of obesity is highest among kids who watch several hours of television each day or who have TV sets in their bedrooms. The committee noted that the limit applies only to recreational screen time and does not preclude the use of computers and other media for educational purposes.

Industry Contributions to Addressing Obesity

The food and beverage industries spend $10 billion to $12 billion annually marketing directly to children and youth, the committee found. The average child views more than 40,000 TV commercials each year and more than half of TV ads directed at kids promote high-calorie foods and beverages such as candy, snack foods, fast foods, soft drinks, and sweetened breakfast cereals. In addition, the entertainment industry promotes many products that encourage sedentary behaviors.

While research suggests that the cumulative impact of long-term exposure to such advertisements may adversely affect kids' eating habits and activity levels, there is insufficient causal evidence that directly links advertising to childhood obesity and that would support calling for a ban on all food and beverage advertising to children. Instead, the committee recommended an approach to the marketing of foods, beverages, and sedentary leisure pursuits to kids that would be similar to that recommended for controlling alcohol advertising.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services should convene a national conference of industry, business, and public health representatives as well as other stakeholders to establish standards for marketing foods, beverages, and sedentary entertainment, and guidelines for evaluating the effectiveness of the standards. The industries would be responsible for implementing the standards and guidelines. Monitoring mechanisms and advertising codes should be used by the industries and external review groups, such as the Children's Advertising Review Unit of the Better Business Bureau, to enforce the guidelines. Furthermore, Congress should empower the Federal Trade Commission with the regulatory authority to monitor compliance, scrutinize marketing practices, and establish external review boards to investigate complaints and to prohibit ads that may be deceptive or that have "particular appeal" and conflict with principles of healthful eating and physical activity.

Given Americans' increasing reliance on prepared foods and restaurants for meals and snacks, food packages and restaurant menus or displays should enhance the nutrition information they provide, to help consumers make informed choices, the report says. The Nutrition Facts panels on food and beverage packages should prominently state the total calorie content for items typically consumed all at once, to dispel confusion created when a package contains more than one serving. The Food and Drug Administration should examine ways to give the food and beverage industry greater flexibility in making truthful, non-misleading nutrient or health claims about their products, such as characterizations of products as high or low in certain nutrients. More restaurants should expand their offerings to include healthier meal options and provide nutrition information on menus or at the point of sale. Impact of Communities on Obesity

State and local governments need to work with developers and community groups to find ways to increase opportunities for physical activity in communities and neighborhoods. In many areas, children do not have safe places to bike, walk, play games, and otherwise be physically active because of traffic, lack of land, or high crime rates. Also, local communities should encourage access to healthful foods. These issues are often of particular concern for subgroups of the population at high risk for obesity, such as low-income families who live in areas without recreational facilities or ready access to grocery stores that stock affordable fresh fruits and vegetables.

Community groups should advocate for changes to zoning and capital improvement policies to give higher priority to sidewalks, bike paths, parks and playgrounds, recreational centers, and other venues and opportunities for physical activities. Local governments should revise comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances to increase access to venues for activity and develop programs to encourage walking and bicycling to school.

Involvement of Health Professionals

Health insurers and health plans should designate childhood obesity prevention as a priority health issue and should include screening and obesity prevention services in routine clinical practice, the report says. While insurers have largely focused on the treatment of obesity, the high cost of this treatment provides insurers with an incentive to prevent the condition.

Pediatricians, family physicians, nurses, and other health care providers should actively discuss their patients' weight and BMI with parents and with the children themselves in a sensitive and age-appropriate manner. The report also recommends that parents seek information about their children's weight status from their health care providers. However, conversations about weight at the doctor's office can be difficult because of concerns about stigmatization and reluctance to recognize a challenging problem. Health professionals' training programs and professional organizations should require that knowledge and skills related to obesity prevention be incorporated into their curricula and examinations so that health professionals have the awareness and skills to tackle these issues.

The study was sponsored by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services' Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases; National Institute of Child Health and Human Development; National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute; the National Institutes of Health's Division of Nutrition Research Coordination; and the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation.

The Institute of Medicine is a private, nonprofit institution that provides health policy advice under a congressional charter granted to the National Academy of Sciences. A committee roster follows.

Pre-publication copies of Preventing Childhood Obesity: Health in the Balance are available from the National Academies Press; tel. 202-334-3313 or 1-800-624-6242 or on the Internet at http://www.nap.edu
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Text: OSCE Mission Funds Monitoring of Elections in Belgrade, Elsewhere

(Belgrade-based NGO to monitor Oct. 3 elections) (270)

The Belgrade-based non-governmental organization, the Center for Free Elections and Democracy (CESID), will monitor the second round of municipal elections October 3 with the financial support of the OSCE Mission to Serbia and Montenegro.

CESID will deploy in total 314 monitors in 628 polling stations in Belgrade, Novi Sad, Nis and Novi Pazar.

Following is an OSCE press release:

(begin text)

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

OSCE Mission to Support Second Round of Local Election Monitoring in Serbia This Weekend

BELGRADE, 1 October 2004 - The Belgrade-based non-governmental organization, the Centre for Free Elections and Democracy (CESID), will monitor the second round of municipal elections this Sunday with the financial support of the OSCE Mission to Serbia and Montenegro.

"The local elections are an important step towards consolidating the democratic transformation of Serbia," said Ambassador Maurizio Massari, Head of the OSCE Mission.

With the assistance of the OSCE Mission, CESID will deploy in total 314 monitors in 628 polling stations in Belgrade, Novi Sad, Nis and Novi Pazar. They will report to CESID's central office on the voting procedure, focusing on election irregularities and any incidents during Election Day. CESID will then inform the public on any incidents or irregularities on polling day and submit a final report after the elections.

"Voters should grasp the opportunity offered to them on 3 October not only to have a direct say over the future of their municipality, but also to promote their country's progress towards integration into the European institutions," added Ambassador Massari.

(end text)
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Text: International Scientists Watch Sky for Possible Supernova

(Blasts from three regions of space might warn of star explosions) (1020)

Three powerful blasts from three different regions in space might be early alert systems for star explosions called supernovae, which could start appearing any day, according to a September 30 NASA press release.

The first two blasts, called X-ray flashes, occurred September 12 and 16. A more powerful burst followed on September 24. If these signals lead to supernovae, as expected, scientists would have a tool to predict star explosions, and researchers could watch explosions from start to finish.

A team led by senior research scientist George Ricker of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) detected the explosions with NASA's High-Energy Transient Explorer (HETE-2). Science teams around the world, using space- and ground-based observatories, have joined in, torn about which burst region to track most closely.

"Each burst has been beautiful," Ricker said. "Depending on how these evolve, they could support important theories about supernovae and gamma-ray bursts. These past two weeks have been like 'cock, fire, reload.' Nature keeps on delivering, and our HETE-2 satellite keeps on responding flawlessly," he said."

HETE was built by MIT under the NASA Explorer Program in collaboration with U.S. universities, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and scientists and organizations in Brazil, France, India, Italy and Japan.

Both kinds of bursts last from only a few milliseconds to about a minute. HETE-2 detects the bursts, studies their properties, and provides a location so other observatories can study the burst afterglow in detail.

Information about HETE results and related animations are available at http://www.gsfc.nasa.gov/topstory/2004/0930grb.html 

Text of NASA press release follows:

(begin text)

NASA

Press release, September 30, 2004

After Trio of Explosions, Scientists Say Supernova is Imminent

Three powerful recent blasts from three wholly different regions in space have left scientists scrambling. The blasts, which lasted only a few seconds, might be early alert systems for star explosions called supernovae, which could start appearing any day.

The first two blasts, called X-ray flashes, occurred on September 12 and 16. These were followed by a more powerful burst on September 24. The burst seems to be on the cusp between an X-ray flash and a full-fledged gamma ray burst, a discovery interesting in its own right. If these signals lead to supernovae, as expected, scientists would have a tool to predict star explosions, and researchers could watch explosions from start to finish.

A team led by Dr. George Ricker of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), Cambridge, detected the explosions with NASA's High-Energy Transient Explorer (HETE-2). Science teams around the world, using space- and ground-based observatories, have joined in, torn and conflicted over which burst region to track most closely.

"Each burst has been beautiful," Ricker said. "Depending on how these evolve, they could support important theories about supernovae and gamma-ray bursts. These past two weeks have been like 'cock, fire, reload.' Nature keeps on delivering, and our HETE-2 satellite keeps on responding flawlessly," he said."

Gamma ray bursts are the most powerful explosions known other than the Big Bang. Many appear to be caused by the death of a massive star collapsing into a black hole. Others might be from merging black holes or neutron stars. In either case, the event likely produces twin, narrow jets in opposite directions, which carry off tremendous amounts of energy. If one of jets points to Earth, we see this energy as a gamma ray burst.

The lower-energy X-ray flashes might be gamma ray bursts viewed slightly off angle from the jet direction, somewhat similar to how a flashlight is less blinding when viewed at an angle. The majority of light particles from X-ray flashes, called photons, are X-rays, energetic, but not quite as powerful as gamma rays. Both types of bursts last only a few milliseconds to about a minute. HETE-2 detects the bursts, studies their properties, and provides a location, so other observatories can study the burst afterglow in detail.

The trio of bursts from the past few weeks has the potential of settling two long-standing debates. Some scientists say X-ray flashes are different beasts all together, not related to gamma-ray bursts and massive star explosions. Detecting a supernova in the region where the X-ray flash appeared would refute that belief, instead confirming the connection between the two. Follow-up observations of the September 24 burst, named GRB040924 for the date it was observed, are already solidifying the theory of a cosmic explosion continuum from X-ray flashes up through gamma ray bursts.

More interesting for supernova hunters is the fact X-ray flashes are closer to Earth than gamma ray bursts. While the connection between gamma ray bursts and supernovae has been made, these supernovae are too distant to study in detail. X-ray flashes might be signals for supernovae; scientists can actually sink their teeth into and observe in detail.

"Last year HETE-2 sealed the connection between gamma ray bursts and massive supernovae," said Prof. Stanford Woosley of the University of California at Santa Cruz, who has championed several theories concerning the physics of star explosions. "These two September bursts may be the first time we see an X-ray flash lead to a supernova."

"We all expect much more of this type of exciting science to come after the launch of Swift," said Dr. Anne Kinney, director of NASA's Universe Division. The Swift spacecraft, scheduled to launch no earlier than late October, contains three telescopes (gamma ray, X-ray and UV/optical) for quick burst detection and immediate follow-up observations of the afterglow.

HETE was built by MIT as a mission of opportunity under the NASA Explorer Program. It was built in collaboration among U.S. universities, Los Alamos National Laboratory, N.M., scientists and organizations in Brazil, France, India, Italy and Japan.

For information about HETE results and related animations on the Internet, visit:

http://www.gsfc.nasa.gov/topstory/2004/0930grb.html

(end text)
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Environmental Projects Gaining Importance, World Bank Chief Says

(Transparency also a prominent development focus, IMF leader adds) (720)

By Kathryn McConnell

Washington File Staff Writer

Washington -- Improving the environment and establishing more connections with civil society and the business sector have become increasingly important to the World Bank during the past 10 years, according to the bank's president, James Wolfensohn.

Addressing the Bretton Woods Committee September 30 in Washington about the bank's evolution over its 60 years, Wolfensohn also said education and opportunities for youth have become central to the bank's development efforts.  His remarks came two days before the annual meetings of the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF), also in Washington.

It is "crucial" to get children healthy and into school by the time they are age six, Wolfensohn said.  Also important are the issues of creating jobs and improving infrastructures in poor countries, he said.

Wolfensohn said that in focusing on environmental issues, "we must have a planet we can live in" or other development efforts are "useless."

He related an exchange he had the previous week with an indigenous Peruvian farmer about global warming.  The conversation was during a bank forum on development efforts targeting indigenous peoples held in conjunction with the Washington opening of the National Museum of the American Indian.

The man, who lives near the ancient site Machu Picchu, noted how environmental changes are affecting his community's livelihood.  "The mountains are sad because the glaciers that made them smile are no longer there," Wolfensohn recounted the man saying.  Melt-off from glaciers had provided water for the area's farmer's cattle.  Without that water, cattle herds were diminishing, and farmers were being forced to leave their land, Wolfensohn said.

Global warming for that man is not a concept of the future, "it is life," Wolfensohn said.

Wolfensohn turned to the topic of the bank's work with the private sector.  To help leverage his institution's aid funds over the past 10 years the bank has been working more closely with international investors to help poor countries improve their economic base, Wolfensohn said.

He also said that during the past decade the bank has opened its doors to civil society groups for their input into how aid should be prioritized and administered.  He added that the physical barriers around the bank and IMF during this year's meetings are not intended to keep away protesters, as they had been in past years, but serve as protection from terrorists.

In an earlier address at the meeting, IMF Managing Director Rodrigo de Rato said the past decade generated an increased acceptance of governmental transparency.  The fund also is 60 years old.

"Increasingly our members are choosing to make public the results of Fund surveillance [reports]," he said.

De Rato said the IMF is paying more attention to how one country's financial policies affect other countries and the stability of the global economy.  "Even if a country is not itself at risk, its policies may be contributing to global imbalances and placing the rest of the world at risk," he said.

The fund is conducting more financial sector "health check-ups" of its member countries, de Rato said.  "A clean bill of health for a country's financial sector is good news not only for the country itself but for its trading and financial partners," he said.

De Rato said that even though the fund's surveillance system is good, "crises will occur."  The resolution of such crises then may require large loans that "in most cases have paid off."  He cited large loans to Mexico in the mid-1990s, to Korea in that late 1990s, and more recently to Brazil and Turkey.  These countries used the loans to help reform their economic policies and spur growth, he said.

"These cases show that exceptional steps to resolve exceptional situations can work," he said.

Both Wolfensohn and de Rato stressed their institutions' willingness and ability over their six decades to adapt to the world's development challenges.  They also said donors must harmonize their aid efforts, make aid more predictable and reduce the transaction costs of aid disbursements in order for the aid to be used most effectively.

The Bretton Woods Committee is a nonprofit organization dedicated to increasing understanding of the role international financial organizations play in promoting growth and stability for the global economy.

(The Washington File is a product of the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State.  Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)
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Transcript: Bush, Kerry Face Off in First Presidential Debate

(War on terror key focus of tightly structured discussion) (15700)

President George W. Bush and Senator John Kerry, the Democratic nominee for president, faced off on September 30 in the first of three presidential debates. In a highly organized 90-minute debate at the University of Miami in Coral Cables, Florida, moderator Jim Lehrer questioned the candidates on a wide range of foreign affairs issues. The war on terror, especially the war in Iraq, was the clear focus of the debate, with almost 70 minutes devoted to the topic.

President Bush and Senator Kerry laid out different plans on how to address the ongoing war, with Kerry stressing the need for international alliances. "I believe America is safest and strongest when we are leading the world and we are leading strong alliances," Kerry said.

"In Iraq, we saw a threat, and we realized that after September the 11th, we must take threats seriously, before they fully materialize," Bush responded. "We're pursuing a strategy of freedom around the world, because I understand free nations will reject terror."

Despite clearly drawn distinctions on several topics, the candidates agreed that nuclear proliferation is the top national security threat facing the United States. Bush said that nuclear nonproliferation is the centerpiece of his strategy to protect the United States from further terrorist attacks and outlined the administration's "Proliferation Security Initiative," a program in which over 60 nations work to stop transborder shipments of information and materials used to construct weapons of mass destruction. "I agree with my opponent that the biggest threat facing this country is weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a terrorist network," Bush said. "And we've been effective."

Kerry argued that the president has not done enough to secure nuclear materials and presented a timetable for securing existing Russian nuclear materials to prevent them from being diverted to other countries or used by non-state actors. "We're going to get the job of containing all of that nuclear material in Russia done in four years," Kerry said. "And we're going to build the strongest international network to prevent nuclear proliferation." 

At the end of the debate, each candidate presented a two-minute closing statement with Senator Kerry outlining the differences between the two candidates' views on the many issues discussed in the debate. "Both President Bush and I love this country very much, " Kerry said. "But we have a different set of convictions about how we make our country stronger here at home and respected again in the world."

President Bush used the time to reiterate his record on the war on terror. "If America shows uncertainty or weakness in this decade, the world will drift toward tragedy," he said. "By being steadfast and resolute and strong, by keeping our word, by supporting our troops, we can achieve the peace we all want."

Following is the transcript of the debate:

(begin transcript)

THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

(Coral Gables, Florida)

September 30, 2004

REMARKS BY PRESIDENT BUSH AND SENATOR KERRY IN FIRST 2004 PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE

MODERATOR:  Good evening, from the University of Miami Convocation Center in Coral Gables, Florida.  I'm Jim Lehrer, of the News Hour, on PBS. And I welcome you to the first of the 2004 Presidential Debates between President George W. Bush, the Republican nominee, and Senator John Kerry, the Democratic nominee.

These debates are sponsored by the Commission on Presidential Debates.  Tonight's will last 90 minutes, following detailed rules of engagement worked out by representatives of the candidates.  I have agreed to enforce their rules on them.  The umbrella topic is foreign policy and homeland security.  But the specific subjects were chosen by me; the questions were composed by me.  The candidates have not been told what they are, nor has anyone else.

For each question, there can only be a two-minute response, a 90-second rebuttal, and at my discretion, a discussion extension of one minute.  A green light will come on when 30 seconds remain in any given answer; yellow at 15; red at 5 seconds; and then flashing red means time is up.  There is also a backup buzzer system if needed.  Candidates may not direct a question to each other.  There will be two-minute closing statements, but no opening statements.

There is an audience here in the hall, but they will remain absolutely silent for the next 90 minutes -- except for now, when they join me in welcoming President Bush and Senator Kerry.  (Applause.)

Good evening, Mr. President; Senator Kerry.

As determined by a coin toss, the first question goes to you, Senator Kerry.  You have two minutes.

Do you believe you could do a better job than President Bush in preventing another 9/11-type terrorist attack on the United States?

SENATOR KERRY:  Yes, I do.  But before I answer further, let me thank you for moderating.  I want to thank the University of Miami for hosting us.  And I know the President will join me in welcoming all of Florida to this debate.  You've been through the roughest weeks anybody could imagine. Our hearts go out to you, and we admire your pluck and perseverance.

I can make America safer than President Bush has made us.  And I believe President Bush and I both love our country equally, but we just have a different set of convictions about how you make America safe.  I believe America is safest and strongest when we are leading the world and when we are leading strong alliances.

I'll never give a veto to any country over our security, but I also know how to lead those alliances.  This President has left them in shatters across the globe.  And we're now 90 percent of the casualties in Iraq, and 90 percent of the costs.  I think that's wrong, and I think we can do better.

I have a better plan for homeland security.  I have a better plan to be able to fight the war on terror:  by strengthening our military, strengthening our intelligence; by going after the financing more authoritatively; by doing what we need to do to rebuild the alliances; by reaching out to the Muslim world, which the President has almost not done; and beginning to isolate the radical Islamic Muslims, not have them isolate the United States of America.

I know I can do a better job in Iraq, where I have a plan to have a summit with all of the allies, something this President has not yet achieved, not yet been able to do to bring people to the table.  We can do a better job of training the Iraqi forces to defend themselves.  And I know that we can do a better job of preparing for elections.  All of these, and especially homeland security, which we'll talk about a little bit later.

MODERATOR:  Mr. President, you have a 90-second rebut.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  I, too, thank the University of Miami and say our prayers are with the good people of this state who've suffered a lot.

September the 11th changed how America must look at the world.  And since that day our nation has been on a multi-pronged strategy to keep our country safer.  We've pursued Al Qaeda wherever Al Qaeda tries to hide; 75 percent of known Al Qaeda leaders have been brought to justice.  The rest of them know we're after them.

We've upheld the doctrine that said, if you harbor a terrorist, you're equally as guilty as the terrorist.  And the Taliban, no longer in power; 10 million people have registered to vote in Afghanistan in the upcoming presidential election.

In Iraq, we saw a threat and we realized that after September the 11th, we must take threats seriously before they fully materialize.  Saddam Hussein now sits in a prison cell; America and the world are safer for it.

We continue to pursue our policy of disrupting those who proliferate weapons of mass destruction.  Libya has disarmed.  The A.Q. Khan network has been brought to justice.  And, as well, we're pursuing a strategy of -- of freedom around the world, because I understand free nations will reject terror; free nations will answer the hopes and aspirations of their people; free nations will help us achieve the peace we all want.

MODERATOR:  New question, Mr. President, two minutes.  Do you believe the election of Senator Kerry on November the 2nd would increase the chances of the U.S. being hit by another 9/11-type terrorist attack?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  I don't believe it's going to happen.  I believe I'm going to win because the American people know I know how to lead.  I've shown the American people I know how to lead.  I have -- I understand everybody in this country doesn't agree with the decisions I made.  And I made some tough decisions.  But people know where I stand.  People out there listening know what I believe, and that's how best it is to keep the peace.

This nation of ours has got a solemn duty to defeat this ideology of hate, and that's what they are.  This is a group of killers who will not only kill here, but kill children in Russia; that will attack unmercifully in Iraq hoping to shape our will.  We have a duty to defeat this enemy.  We have a duty to protect our children and grandchildren.  The best way to defeat them is to never waver, to be strong, to use every asset at our disposal, is to constantly stay on the offensive, and at the same time, spread liberty.

And that's what people are seeing now is happening in Afghanistan. Ten million citizens have registered to vote.  It's a phenomenal statistic, that if given a chance to be free, they will show up at the polls. Forty-one percent of those 10 million are women.

In Iraq, no doubt about it, it's tough.  It's hard work.  It's incredibly hard.  You know why?  Because an enemy realizes the stakes.  The enemy understands a free Iraq will be a major defeat in their ideology of hatred.  That's why they're fighting so vociferously.  They showed up in Afghanistan when they were there because they tried to beat us, and they didn't.  And they're showing in Iraq for the same reason.  They're trying to defeat us.  And if we lose our will, we lose.  But if we remain strong and resolute, we will defeat this enemy.

MODERATOR:  Ninety-second response, Senator Kerry.

SENATOR KERRY:  I believe in being strong and resolute and determined. And I will hunt down and kill the terrorists, wherever they are.  But we also have to be smart, Jim.  And smart means not diverting your attention from the real war on terror in Afghanistan against Osama bin Laden and taking it off to Iraq, where the 9/11 Commission confirms there was no connection to 9/11, itself, and Saddam Hussein, and where the reason for going to war was weapons of mass destruction -- not the removal of Saddam Hussein.

This President has made, I regret to say, a colossal error of judgment.  And judgment is what we look for in the President of the United States of America.

I'm proud that important military figures are supporting me in this race:  Former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, John Shalikashvili.  Just yesterday, General Eisenhower's son, General John Eisenhower, endorsed me. General -- Admiral William Crowe; General Tony McPeak, who ran the Air Force war so effectively for his father, all believe I would make a stronger Commander-in-Chief.  And they believe it because they know I would not take my eye off of the goal:  Osama bin Laden.  Unfortunately, he escaped in the mountains of Tora Bora.  We had him surrounded.  But we didn't use American forces, the best trained in the world, to go kill him -- the President relied on Afghan warlords that he outsourced that job to. That's wrong.

MODERATOR:  New question; two minutes, Senator Kerry.  "Colossal misjudgments" -- what colossal misjudgments, in your opinion, has President Bush made in these areas?

SENATOR KERRY:  Well, where do you want me to begin?  (Laughter.) First of all, he made the misjudgment of saying to America that he was going to build a true alliance; that he would exhaust the remedies of the United Nations and go through the inspections.  In fact, he first didn't even want to do that.  And it wasn't until former Secretary of State Jim Baker and General Scowcroft and others pushed publicly and said, you've got to go to the U.N., that the President finally changed his mind -- his campaign has a word for that -- and went to the United Nations.

Now, once there, we could have continued those inspections. We had Saddam Hussein trapped.  He also promised America that he would go to war as a last resort.  Those words mean something to me as somebody who has been in combat.  Last resort.  You've got to be able to look in the eyes of families and say to those parents:  I tried to do everything in my power to prevent the loss of your son and daughter.  I don't believe the United States did that.  And we pushed our allies aside.

And so, today, we are 90 percent of the casualties and 90 percent of the cost -- $200 billion, $200 billion that could have been used for health care, for schools, for construction, for prescription drugs for seniors, and it's in Iraq.  And Iraq is not even the center of the focus of the war on terror.  The center is Afghanistan where, incidentally, there were more Americans killed last year than the year before; where the opium production is 75 percent of the worlds opium production; where 40 to 60 percent of the economy of Afghanistan is based on opium; where the elections have been postponed three times.  The President moved the troops, so he's got 10 times the number of troops in Iraq than he has in Afghanistan, where Osama bin Laden is.  Does that mean that Saddam Hussein was 10 times more important than Osama bin Laden -- excuse me -- Saddam Hussein more important than Osama bin Laden?  I don't think so.

MODERATOR:  Ninety-second response, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  My opponent looked at the same intelligence I looked at, and declared, in 2002, that Saddam Hussein was a grave threat.  He also said in December of 2003 that anyone who doubts that the world is safer without Saddam Hussein does not have the judgment to be President.  I agree with him.  The world is better off without Saddam Hussein.

I was hoping diplomacy would work.  I understand the serious consequences of committing our troops into harm's way.  It's the hardest decision a President makes.  So I went to the United Nations.  I didn't need anybody to tell me to go to the United Nations, I decided to go there myself.  And I went there hoping that, once and for all, the free world would act in concert to get Saddam Hussein to listen to our demands.  They passed a resolution that said, disclose, disarm, or face serious consequences.  I believe when an international body speaks, it must mean what it says.

Saddam Hussein had no intention of disarming.  Why should he?  He had 16 other resolutions and nothing took place.  As a matter of fact -- my opponent talks about inspectors -- the facts are that he was systematically deceiving the inspectors.  That wasn't going to work.  That's kind of a pre-September 10th mentality, to hope that somehow resolutions and failed inspections would make this world a more peaceful place.  He was hoping we'd turn away.  But there's, fortunately, others besides myself who believe that we ought to take action, and we did.  The world is safer without Saddam Hussein.

MODERATOR:  New question, Mr. President, two minutes.  What about Senator Kerry's point, the comparison he drew between the priorities of going after Osama bin Laden and going after Saddam Hussein?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Jim, we've got the capability of doing both.  As a matter of fact, this is a global effort.  We're facing a -- a group of folks who have such hatred in their heart, they'll strike anywhere with any means.  And that's why it's essential that we have strong alliances, and we do.  That's why it's essential that we make sure that we keep weapons of mass destruction out of the hands of people like al Qaeda, which we are. But to say that there's only one focus on the war on terror doesn't really understand the nature of the war on terror.

Of course, we're after Saddam Hussein -- I mean, bin Laden. He's isolated.  Seventy-five percent of his people have been brought to justice. The killer in -- the mastermind of the September the 11th attacks, Khalid Shaykh Muhammad, is in prison.  We're making progress.  But the front on this war is more than just one place.

The Philippines -- we've got help -- we're helping them there to bring -- to bring al Qaeda affiliates to justice there.  And, of course, Iraq is a central part of the war on terror.  That's why Zarqawi and his people are trying to fight us.  Their hope is that we grow weary and we leave.  The biggest disaster that could happen is that we not succeed in Iraq.  We will succeed.  We've got a plan to do so.  And the main reason we'll succeed is because the Iraqis want to be free.

I had the honor of visiting with Prime Minister Allawi.  He's a strong, courageous leader.  He believes in the freedom of the Iraqi people. He doesn't want U.S. leadership, however, to send mixed signals, to not stand with the Iraqi people.  He believes, like I believe, that the Iraqis are ready to fight for their own freedom.  They just need the help to be trained.  There will be elections in January.  We're spending reconstruction money.  And our alliance is strong.  That's the plan for victory.  And when Iraq is free, America will be more secure.

MODERATOR:  Senator Kerry, 90 seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  The President just talked about Iraq as a center of the war on terror.  Iraq was not even close to the center of the war on terror before the President invaded it.  The President made the judgment to divert forces from under General Tommy Franks from Afghanistan before the Congress even approved it, to begin to prepare to go to war in Iraq.  And he rushed to war in Iraq without a plan to win the peace.

Now, that is not the judgment that a President of the United States ought to make.  You don't take America to war unless you have a plan to win the peace.  You don't send troops to war without the body armor that they need.  I've met kids in Ohio, parents in Wisconsin, places, Iowa, where they're going out on the Internet to get the state of the art body gear to send to their kids -- some have got them for a birthday present.  I think that's wrong.  Humvees, 10,000 out of 12,000 humvees that are over there aren't armored.  And you go visit some of those kids in the hospitals today who were maimed because they don't have the armament.

This President just -- I don't know if he sees what's really happened out there.  But it's getting worse by the day.  More soldiers killed in June than before; more in July than June; more in August than July; more in September than in August.  And now we see beheadings.  And we've got weapons of mass destruction crossing the border every single day, and they're blowing people up.  And we don't have enough troops there.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Can I respond?

MODERATOR:  Let's do a -- one of these one-minute extensions.  You have 30 seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Thank you, sir.

First of all, what my opponent wants you to forget is that he voted to authorize the use of force, and now says it's the wrong war at the wrong time at the wrong place.  I don't see how you can lead this country to succeed in Iraq if you way "wrong war, wrong time, wrong place."  What message does that send our troops?  What message does that send our allies? What message does that send the Iraqis?

No, the way to win this is to be steadfast and resolved, and to follow through on the plan that I've just outlined.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds, Senator.

SENATOR KERRY:  Yes, we have to be steadfast and resolved, and I am. And I will succeed for those troops, now that we're there.  We have to succeed.  We can't leave a failed Iraq.  But that doesn't mean it wasn't a mistake of judgment to go there and take the focus off of Osama bin Laden. It was.  Now we can succeed, but I don't believe this President can.  I think we need a President who has the credibility to bring the allies back to the table and to do what's necessary to make it so America isn't doing this alone.

MODERATOR:  We'll come back to Iraq in a moment, but I want to come back to where I began, on homeland security.  This is a two-minute new question, Senator Kerry.  As President, what would you do specifically, in addition to, or differently, to increase the homeland security of the United States than what President Bush is doing?

SENATOR KERRY:  Jim, let me tell you exactly what I'll do, and there are a long list of things.  First of all, what kind of mixed message does it send when you've got $500 million going over to Iraq to put police officers in the streets of Iraq and the President is cutting the COPS program in America?  What kind of message does it send to be sending money to open firehouses in Iraq, but we're shutting firehouses, who are the first responders, here in America?

The President hasn't put one nickel, not one nickel, into the effort to fix some of our tunnels and bridges and more exposed subway systems. That's why they had to close down the subway in New York when the Republican Convention was there.  We hadn't done the work that ought to be done.

The President -- 95 percent of the containers that come into the ports, right here in Florida, are not inspected.  Civilians get on to aircraft and their -- their luggage is X-rayed, but the cargo hold is not X-rayed.  Does that make you feel safer in America?

This President thought it was more important to give the wealthiest people in America a tax cut rather than invest in homeland security.  Those aren't my values.  I believe in protecting America first.  And long before President Bush and I get a tax cut -- and that's who gets it -- long before we do, I'm going to invest in homeland security, and I'm going to make sure we're not cutting COPS programs in America, and we're fully staffed in our firehouses, and that we protect the nuclear and chemical plants.  The President also, unfortunately, gave in to the chemical industry, which didn't want to do some of the things necessary to strengthen our chemical plant exposure.  And there's an enormous undone job to protect the loose nuclear materials in the world that are able to get to terrorists.  That's a whole other subject.

But I see we still have a little bit more time, let me just quickly say, at the current pace the President will not secure the loose material in the Soviet Union -- former Soviet Union for 13 years.  I'm going to do it in four years.  And we're going to keep it out of the hands of terrorists.

MODERATOR:  Ninety second response, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  I don't think we want to get to how he's going to pay for all these promises.  It's like a huge tax gap   -- anyway, that's for another debate.

My administration has tripled the amount of money we're spending on homeland security, to $30 billion a year.  My administration worked with the Congress to create the Department of Homeland Security so we could better coordinate our borders and ports.  We got a thousand extra Border Patrol on the Southern border, more than a thousand on the Northern border. We're modernizing our borders.  We spent $3.1 billion for fire and police -- $3.1 billion.

We're doing our duty to provide the funding.  But the best way to protect this homeland is to stay on the offense.  We have to be right 100 percent of the time, and the enemy only has to be right once -- to hurt us. There's a lot of good people working hard.  And by the way, we've also changed the culture of the FBI to have counter terrorism as its number one priority.  We're communicating better.  We're going to reform our intelligence services to make sure that we get the best intelligence possible.  The Patriot Act is vital -- it's vital that the Congress renew the Patriot Act, which enables our law enforcement to disrupt terror cells.

But again, I repeat to my fellow citizens, the best way to protect you is to stay on the offense.

MODERATOR:  Yes, let's do -- yes, 30 seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  The President just said the FBI had changed its culture.  We just read on the front pages of America's papers that there are over 100,000 hours of tapes unlistened to.  On one of those tapes may be the enemy being right the next time.  And the test is not whether you're spending more money; the test is, are you doing everything possible to make America safe.  We didn't need that tax cut.  America needed to be safe.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Of course, we're doing everything we can to protect America.  I wake up every day thinking about how best to protect America. That's my job.  I work with Director Mueller of the FBI.  He comes into my office when I'm in Washington every morning talking about how to protect us.  There's a lot of really good people working hard to do so.  It's hard work.

But again, I want to tell the American people, we're doing everything we can at home -- but you better have a President who 

  chases these terrorists down and bring them to justice before they hurt us again.

MODERATOR:  New question, Mr. President; two minutes.  What criteria would you use to determine when to start bringing U.S. troops home from Iraq?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Let me first tell you that the best way for Iraq to be safe and secure is for Iraqi citizens to be trained to do the job.  And that's what we're doing.  We got 100,000 trained now, 125,000 by the end of this year, over 200,000 by the end of next year.  That is the best way. We'll never succeed in Iraq if the Iraqi citizens do not want to take matter in their own hands to protect themselves.  I believe they want to. Prime Minister Allawi believes they want to.

And so the best indication about when we can bring our troops home, which I really want to do -- but I don't want to do so for the sake of bringing them home, I want to do so because we've achieved an objective -- is to see the Iraqis perform, is to see the Iraqis step up and take responsibility.

And so the answer to your question is, when our generals on the ground and Ambassador Negroponte tells me that Iraq is ready to defend herself from these terrorists, that elections will have been held by then, that there's stability and that they're on their way to -- you know, a nation of -- that's free.  That's when.  And I hope it's as soon as possible.  But I know putting artificial deadlines won't work.  My opponent, one time, said, well, get me elected, I'll have them out of there in six months.  That's -- you can't do that and expect to win the war on terror.

My message to our troops is, thank you for what you're doing, we're standing with you strong, we'll give you all the equipment you need, and we'll get you home as soon as the mission is done -- because this is a vital mission.  A free Iraq will be a ally in the war on terror.  And that's essential.  A free Iraq will set a powerful example in a part of the world that is desperate for freedom.  A free Iraq will help secure Israel. A free Iraq will enforce the hopes and aspirations of the reformers in places like Iran.  A free Iraq is essential for the security of this country.

MODERATOR:  Ninety-seconds, Senator Kerry.

SENATOR KERRY:  Thank you, Jim.  My message to the troops is, also, thank you for what they're doing, but it's also, help is on the way.  I believe those troops deserve better than what they are getting today.  You know, it's interesting, when I was in a rope line just the other day coming out here from Wisconsin, a couple of young returnees were in the line, one active duty, one from the Guard.  And they both looked at me and said, we need you, you got to help us over there.

Now, I believe there's a better way to do this.  You know, the President's father did not go into Iraq, into Baghdad, beyond Basra.  And the reason he didn't is, he said, he wrote in his book, because there was no viable exit strategy.  And he said our troops would be occupiers in a bitterly hostile land.  That's exactly where we find ourselves today. There's a sense of American occupation.

The only building that was guarded when the troops went into Baghdad was the Oil Ministry.  We didn't guard the nuclear facilities.  We didn't guard the foreign office where you might have found information about weapons of mass destruction.  We didn't guard the borders.  Almost every step of the way, our troops have been left on these extraordinarily difficult missions.  I know what it's like to go out on one of those missions where you don't know what's around the corner.  And I believe our troops need other allies helping.  I'm going to hold that summit.  I will bring fresh credibility, a new start, and we will get the job done right.

MODERATOR:  New --

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Jim --

MODERATOR:  All right, go ahead.  Yes, sir.

THE PRESIDENT:  I think it's worthy for a follow-up --

MODERATOR:  Sure.

THE PRESIDENT:  -- if you don't mind.

SENATOR KERRY:  Let's change the rules, we can add a whole  --

MODERATOR:  We can do 30 seconds each here.

THE PRESIDENT:  All right.  My opponent says help is on the way, but what kind of message does it say to our troops in harm's way, "wrong war, wrong place, wrong time"?  That's not a message a Commander-in-Chief gives -- or "this is a great diversion."  As well, help is on the way, but it's certainly hard to tell it when he voted against the $87 billion supplemental to provide equipment for our troops, and then said he actually did vote for it before he voted against it.  That's not what Commander-in-Chiefs does when you're trying to lead troops.

MODERATOR:  Senator Kerry, 30 seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  Well, you know, when I talked about the $87 billion, I made a mistake in how I talk about the war.  But the President made a mistake in invading Iraq.  Which is worse?  I believe that when you know something is going wrong, you make it right.  That's what I learned in Vietnam.  When I came back from that war, I saw that it was wrong.  Some people don't like the fact that I stood up to say no, but I did.  And that's what I did with that vote.  And I'm going to lead those troops to victory.

MODERATOR:  All right, new question, two minutes, Senator Kerry. Speaking of Vietnam, you spoke to Congress in 1971, after you came from Vietnam, and you said, quote,  "How do you ask a man to be the last man to die for a mistake?"  Are Americans now dying in Iraq for a mistake?

SENATOR KERRY:  No, and they don't have to, providing we have the leadership that we put -- that I'm offering.  I believe that we have to win this.  The President and I have always agreed on that.  And from the beginning -- I did vote to give the authority because I thought Saddam Hussein was a threat.  And I did accept that -- that intelligence.  But I also laid out a very strict series of things we needed to do in order to proceed from the position of strength.  And the President, in fact, promised them.  He went to Cincinnati and he gave a speech in which he said:  We will plan carefully; we will proceed cautiously; we will not make war inevitable; we will go with our allies.  He didn't do any of those things.

They didn't do the planning.  They left the planning of the State Department on the State Department desks.  They avoided even the advice of their own general, General Shinseki, the Army Chief of Staff -- said, you're going to need several hundred thousand troops.  Instead of listening to him, they retired him.  The Terrorism Czar, who has worked for every President since Ronald Reagan, said: Invading Iraq in response to 9/11 would be like Franklin Roosevelt invading Mexico in response to Pearl Harbor.  That's what we have here.

What we need now is a President who understands how to bring these other countries together to recognize their stakes in this. They do have stakes in it; they've always had stakes in it.  The Arab counties have a stake in not having a civil war.  The European countries have a stake in not having total disorder on their doorstep.  But this President hasn't even held the kind of statesman-like summits that pull people together and get them to invest in those stakes.  In fact, he's done the opposite, he pushed them away.  When the Secretary General, Kofi Annan offered the United Nations, he said, no, no, we'll go do this alone.

To save for Haliburton the spoils of the war, they actually issued a memorandum from the Defense Department saying, if you weren't with us in the war, don't bother applying for any construction.  That's not a way to invite people.

MODERATOR:  Ninety seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  That's totally absurd.  Of course, the U.N. was invited in.  And we support the U.N. efforts there.  They pulled out after Sergio de Mello got killed, but they're now back in helping with elections. My opponent says we didn't have any allies in this war?  What's he say to Tony Blair?  What's he say to Alexander Kwasniewski, of Poland.  You can't expect to build alliance when you denigrate the contributions of those who are serving side-by-side with American troops in Iraq.

Plus, he says the cornerstone of his plan to succeed in Iraq is to call upon nations to serve.  So what's the message going to be?  Please join us in Iraq for a grand diversion?  Join us for a war that is a wrong war at the wrong place at the wrong time?

I know how these people think.  I deal with them all the time.  I sit down with the world leaders frequently and talk to them on the phone frequently -- they're not going to follow somebody who says this is the wrong war at the wrong place at the wrong time.  They're not going to follow somebody whose core convictions keep changing because of politics in America.

And, finally, he says we ought to have a summit.  Well, there are summits being held.  Japan is going to have a summit for the donors. There's $14 billion pledged and Prime Minister Koizumi is going to call countries to account to get them to contribute.  And there's going to be an Arab summit of the neighborhood countries.  And Colin Powell helped set -- helped set up that summit.

MODERATOR:  Thirty-seconds, Senator.

SENATOR KERRY:  The United Nations, Kofi Annan, offered help after Baghdad fell.  And we never picked him up on that did what was necessary to transfer authority and to transfer reconstruction.  It was always American-run.

Secondly, when we went in, there were three countries -- Great Britain, Australia, and the United States.  That's not a grand coalition. We can do better.

MODERATOR:  Thirty-seconds, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Well, actually, he forgot Poland.  And now, there are 30 nations involved, standing side-by-side with our American troops. And I honor their sacrifices.  And I don't appreciate it when a candidate for President denigrates the contributions of these brave -- brave soldiers.  It's -- you cannot lead the world if you do not honor the contributions of those who are with us.  He called them the "coerced and the bribed."  That's not how you bring people together.

Our coalition is strong.  It will remain strong, for my -- so long as I'm the President.

MODERATOR:  New question, Mr. President, two minutes.  You have said there was a, quote, "miscalculation of what the conditions would be in postwar Iraq."  What was the miscalculation, and how did it happen?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  No, what I said was that because we achieved such a rapid victory, more of the Saddam loyalists were around.  In other words, we thought we'd whip more of them going in.  But because Tommy Franks did such a great job in planning the operations, we moved rapidly, and a lot of the Baathists and Saddam loyalists laid down their arms and disappeared.  I thought we would -- they would stay and fight, but they didn't.  And now we're fighting them now.

It's -- and it's hard work.  I understand how hard it is.  I get the casualty reports every day.  I see on the TV screens how hard it is.  But it's necessary work.  And I'm optimistic.  See, I think you can be realistic and optimistic at the same time.  I'm optimistic we'll achieve -- I know we won't achieve if we send mixed signals.  I know we're not going to achieve our objective if we send mixed signals to our troops, our friends, the Iraqi citizens.

We've got a plan in place.  The plan says there'll be elections in January, and there will be.  The plan says we'll train Iraqi soldiers so they can do the hard work -- and we are.  And it's not only just America, but NATO is now helping.  Jordan is helping train police.  The UAE is helping train police.  We've allocated $7 billion over the next months for reconstruction efforts, and we're making progress there.  And our alliance is strong.

Now, I just told you, there's going to be a summit of the Arab nations.  Japan will be hosting a summit.  We're making progress.  It is hard work.  It is hard work to go from a tyranny to a democracy.  It's hard work to go from a place where people get their hands cut off, or executed, to a place where people are free,  But it's necessary work, and a free Iraq is going to make this world a more peaceful place.

MODERATOR:  Ninety seconds, Senator Kerry.

SENATOR KERRY:  What I think troubles a lot of people in our country is that the President has just sort of described one kind of mistake, but what he has said is that even knowing there were no weapons of mass destruction, even knowing there was no imminent threat, even knowing there was no connection of al Qaeda, he would still have done everything the same way.  Those are his words.  Now, I would not.

So what I'm trying to do is just talk the truth to the American people and to the world.  The truth is what good policy is based on.  It's what leadership is based on.  The President says that I'm denigrating these troops.  I have nothing but respect for the British and for Tony Blair and for what they've been willing to do.  But you can't tell me that when the most troops any other country has on the ground is Great Britain with 8,300, and below that, the four others are below 4,000, and below that, there isn't anybody out of the hundreds, that we have a genuine coalition to get this job done.

You can't tell me that on the day that we went into that war and it started, it was principally the United States of America and Great Britain and one or two others; that's it.  And today we are 90 percent of the casualties and 90 percent of the costs.  And meanwhile, North Korea has gotten nuclear weapons.  Talk about mixed messages, the President is the one who said we can't allow countries to get nuclear weapons.  They have. I'll change that.

MODERATOR:  New question, Senator Kerry.  Two minutes.  You've just ? you've repeatedly accused President Bush -- not here tonight, but elsewhere before -- of not telling the truth about Iraq, essentially of lying to the American people about Iraq.  Give us some examples of what you consider to be his not telling the truth.

SENATOR KERRY:  Well I've never, ever used the harshest word, as you did just then, and I try not to.  I've been ? but I'll, nevertheless, tell you that I think he has not been candid with the American people.  And I'll tell you exactly how.  First of all, we all know that in his State of the Union message he told Congress about nuclear materials that didn't exist. We know that he promised America that he was going to build this coalition -- I just described the coalition.  It is not the kind of coalition we were described when we were talking about voting for this.  The President said he would exhaust the remedies of the United Nation and go through that full process.  He didn't.  He cut it off, sort of arbitrarily.  And we know that there were further diplomatic efforts underway.  They just decided, the time for diplomacy is over and rushed to war without planning for what happens afterwards.

Now, he misled the American people in his speech when he said, we will plan carefully.  They obviously didn't.  He misled the American people when he said, we'd go to war as a last resort.  We did not go as a last resort.  And most Americans know the difference.

Now, this has cost us deeply in the world.  I believe that it is important to tell the truth to the American people.  I've worked with those leaders the President talks about.  I've worked with them for 20 years, for longer than this President, and I know what many of them say today, and I know how to bring them back to the table.

And I believe that fresh start, new credibility, a President who can understand what we have to do to reach out to the Muslim world, to make it clear that this is not -- you know, Osama bin Laden uses the invasion of Iraq in order to go out to people and say that America has declared war on Islam.  We need to be smarter about how we wage a war on terror.  We need to deny them the recruits.  We need to deny them the safe havens.  We need to rebuild our alliances.

I believe that Ronald Reagan, John Kennedy, and others did that more effectively, and I'm going to try to follow in their footsteps.

MODERATOR:  Ninety-seconds, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  My opponent just said something amazing.  He said, Osama bin Laden uses the invasion of Iraq as an excuse to spread hatred for America.  Osama bin Laden isn't going to determine how we defend ourselves. Osama bin Laden doesn't get to decide.  The American people decide.  I decided.  The right action was in Iraq.

My opponent calls it a mistake; it wasn't a mistake.  He said I misled on Iraq.  I don't think he was misleading when he called Iraq a grave threat in the fall of 2002.  I don't think he was misleading when he said that it was right to disarm Iraq in the spring of 2003.  I don't think he misled you when he said that if -- anyone who doubted whether the world was better off without Saddam Hussein in power didn't have the judgment to be President.  I don't think he was misleading.  I think what is misleading is to say you can lead and succeed in Iraq if you keep changing your positions on this war.  And he has.  As the politics change, his positions change.  And that's not how a Commander-in-Chief acts.

Let me finish -- the intelligence I looked at was the same intelligence my opponent looked at, the very same intelligence.  And when I stood up there and spoke to the Congress, I was speaking off the same intelligence he looked at to make his decisions to support the authorization of force.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds -- we'll do a 30-second here.

SENATOR KERRY:  I wasn't misleading when I said he was a threat.  Nor was I misleading on the day that the President decided to go to war when I said that he had made a mistake in not building strong alliances, and that I would have preferred that he did more diplomacy.  I've had one position -- one consistent position -- that Saddam Hussein was a threat; there was a right way to disarm him and a wrong way.  And the President chose the wrong way.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  The only thing consistent about my opponent's position is that he's been inconsistent.  He changes positions.  And you cannot change positions in this war on terror if you expect to win.  And I expect to win.  It's necessary we win.  We're being challenged like never before, and we have a duty to our country and to future generations of America to achieve a free Iraq, a free Afghanistan, and to rid the world of weapons of mass destruction.

MODERATOR:  New question, Mr. President, two minutes.  Has the war in Iraq been worth the cost in American lives?  Ten thousand fifty two -- I mean, 1,052 as of today.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  No, every life is precious.  Every life matters. You know, my hardest -- the hardest part of the job is to know that I committed the troops in harm's way, and then do the best I can to provide comfort for the loved ones who lost a son or a daughter or husband and wife.

And, you know, I think about Missy Johnson, this fantastic young lady I met in Charlotte, North Carolina, she and her son, Brian.  They came to see me.  Her husband, P.J., got killed.  He'd been in Afghanistan, went to Iraq.  You know, it's hard work to try to love her as best as I can, knowing full well that the decision I made caused her loved one to be in harm's way.  I told her after we prayed and teared up and laughed some, that I thought her husband's sacrifice was noble and worthy, because I understand the stakes of this war on terror.  I understand that we must find al Qaeda wherever they hide.  We must deal with threats before they fully materialize -- and Saddam Hussein was a threat -- and that we must spread liberty, because in the long run, the way to defeat hatred and tyranny and oppression is to spread freedom.

Missy understood that.  That's what she told me her husband understood.  So you say, was it worth it?  Every life is precious.  That's what distinguishes us from the enemy.  Everybody matters.  But I think it's worth it, Jim.  I think it's worth it, because I think -- I know in the long-term, a free Iraq, a free Afghanistan will set such a powerful example in a part of the world that's desperate for freedom.  It will help change the world, that we can look back and say, we did our duty.

MODERATOR:  Senator, ninety seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  I understand what the President is talking about, because I know what it means to lose people in combat.  And the question, is it worth the cost, reminds me of my own thinking when I came back from fighting in that war, and it reminds me that it is vital for us not to confuse the war, ever, with the warriors.  That happened before.

And that's one of the reasons why I believe I can get this job done, because I am determined, for those soldiers and for those families, for those kids who put their lives on the line. That is noble.  That's the most noble thing that anybody can do.  And I want to make sure the outcome honors that nobility.

Now, we have a choice here.  I've laid out a plan by which I think we can be successful in Iraq:  with a summit; by doing better training, faster; by cutting -- by doing what we need to do with respect to the U.N. and the elections.  There's only 25 percent of the people in there.  They can't have an election right now.  The President is not getting the job done.

So the choice for America is, you can have a plan that I've laid out in four points, each of which I can tell you more about, or you can go to JohnKerry.com and see more of it -- or you have the President's plan, which is four words:  More of the same.  I think my plan is better.  And my plan has a better chance of standing up and fighting for those troops.  I will never let those troops down, and will hunt and kill the terrorists, wherever they are.

MODERATOR:  All right, sir, go ahead.  Thirty seconds. PRESIDENT BUSH:  I understand what it means to be the Commander-in-Chief, and if I were to ever say, this is the wrong war at the wrong time and the right -- wrong place, the troops would wonder, how can I follow this guy.  You cannot lead the war on terror if you keep changing positions on the war on terror, and say things like, well, this is just a grand diversion.  It's not a grand diversion.  This is an essential, that we get it right.  And so I -- the plan he talks about simply won't work.

MODERATOR:  Senator Kerry, you have 30 seconds, right.

SENATOR KERRY:  Secretary of State Colin Powell told this President the Pottery Barn rule, if you break it, you fix it.  Now, if you break it you made a mistake, it's the wrong thing to do.  But you own it, and then you've got to fix it and do something with it.  Now, that's what we have to do.  There's no inconsistency.

Soldiers know, over there, that this isn't being done right yet.  I'm going to get it right for those soldiers, because it's important to Israel, it's important to America, it's important to the world, it's important to the fight on terror.  But I have a plan to do it.  He doesn't.

MODERATOR:  Speaking of your plan, new question, Senator Kerry, two minutes.  Can you give us specifics -- in terms of a scenario, time lines, et cetera -- for ending U.S. -- major U.S. military involvement in Iraq?

SENATOR KERRY:  The time line that I've set out -- and, again, I want to correct the President, because he's misled again this evening on what I've said -- I didn't say I would bring troops out in six months.  I said, if we do the things that I've set out and we are successful, we could begin to draw the troops down in six months.  And I think a critical component of success in Iraq is being able to convince the Iraqis and the Arab world that the United States doesn't have long-term designs on it.

As I understand it, we're building some 14 military bases there now. And some people say they've got a rather permanent concept to them.  When you -- when you guard the Oil Ministry, but you don't guard the nuclear facilities, the message to a lot of people is, maybe, well, maybe they're interested in our oil.

Now, the problem is that they didn't think these things through properly, and these are the things you have to think through.  What I want to do is change the dynamics on the ground.  And you have to do that by beginning to not back off of Fallujahs and other places, and send the wrong message to the terrorists. You have to close the borders.  You've got to show you're serious in that regard.  But you've also got to show that you're prepared to bring the rest of the world in and share the stakes.

I will make a flat statement -- the United States of America has no long-term designs on staying in Iraq.  And our goal, in my administration, would be to get all of the troops out of there, with the minimal amount you need for training and logistics as we do in some other countries in the world after a war to be able to sustain the peace.  But that's how we're going to win the peace, by rapidly training the Iraqis, themselves.

Even the administration has admitted they haven't done the training, because they came to Congress a few weeks ago and asked for a complete reprogramming of the money.  Now, what greater admission is there, 16 months afterwards, oops, we haven't done the job, we got to start to spend the money now, will you guys give us permission to shift it over into training?

MODERATOR:  Ninety seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  There's 100,000 troops trained, police, Guard, special units, border patrol.  There's going to be 125,000 trained by the end of this year.  Yes, we're getting the job done.  It's hard work. Everybody knows it's hard work because there's a determined enemy that's trying to defeat us.

Now, my opponent says he's going to try to change the dynamics on the ground.  Well, Prime Minister Allawi was here; he is the leader of that country.  He's a brave, brave man.  When he came, after giving a speech to the Congress, my opponent questioned his credibility.  You can't change the dynamics on the ground if you've criticized the brave leader of Iraq.  One of his campaign people alleged that Prime Minister Allawi was like a puppet.  That's no way to treat somebody who's courageous and brave, that is trying to lead his country forward.

The way to make sure that we succeed is to send consistent, sound messages to the Iraqi people that when we give our word, we will keep our word; that we stand with you; that we believe you want to be free -- and I do.  I believe that the 25 million people, the vast majority long to have elections.  I reject this notion -- and I'm not suggesting that my opponent says it, but I reject the notion that some say that if you're Muslim you can't be free, you don't desire freedom.  I disagree, strongly disagree with that.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  I couldn't agree more that the Iraqis want to be free and that they could be free.  But I think the President, again, s

till hasn't shown how he's going to go about it the right way.  He has more of the same.

Now, Prime Minister Allawi came here and he said the terrorists are pouring over the border.  That's Allawi's assessment.  The National Intelligence Assessment that was given to the President in July said:  Best case scenario, more of the same of what we see today; worst case scenario, civil war.  I can do better.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Yes, let me --

MODERATOR:  Yes, thirty seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  The reason why Prime Minister Allawi said they're coming across the border is because he recognizes that this is a central part of the war on terror.  They're fighting us because they're fighting freedom.  They understand that a free Afghanistan or a free Iraq will be a major defeat for them.  And those are the stakes.  And that's why it is essential we not leave.  That's why it's essential we hold the line. That's why it's essential we win -- and we will.  Under my leadership, we're going to win this war in Iraq.

MODERATOR:  Mr. President, a new question, two minutes.  Does the Iraq experience make it more likely or less likely that you would take the United States into another preemptive military action?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  I would hope I never have to.  I understand how hard it is to commit troops.  I never wanted to commit troops.  I never -- when I was running -- when we had the debate in 2000, I never dreamt I would be doing that.  But the enemy attacked us, Jim, and I have a solemn duty to protect the American people, to do everything I can to protect us.

I think that by speaking clearly and doing what we say and not sending mixed messages, it is less likely we'll ever have to use troops. But a President must always be willing to use troops.  It must -- as a last resort.

The -- I was hopeful diplomacy would work in Iraq.  It was falling apart.  There was no doubt in my mind that Saddam Hussein was hoping that the world would turn a blind eye.  And if he had been in power -- in other words, we had said, let's let the inspectors work, or let's hope to talk him out, maybe an 18th resolution would work, he'd have been stronger and tougher, and the world would have been a lot worse off.  There's just no doubt in my mind.  We would rue the day had Saddam Hussein been in power.

So we use diplomacy every chance we get -- believe me.  And I -- I would hope to never have to use force.  But by speaking clearly and sending messages that we mean what we say, we've affected the world in a positive way.  Look at Libya.  Libya was a threat.  Libya is now peacefully dismantling its weapons programs.  Libya understood that America and others will enforce doctrine, and the world is better for it.

So to answer your question, I would hope we'd never have to.  I think by acting firmly and decisively, it will mean it's less likely to -- less likely we have to use force.

MODERATOR:  Senator Kerry, 90 seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  Jim, the President just said something extraordinarily revealing and, frankly, very important in this debate.  In answer to your question about Iraq and sending people into Iraq, he just said, the enemy attacked us.  Saddam Hussein didn't attack us.  Osama bin Laden attacked us.  Al Qaeda attacked us.

And when we had Osama bin Laden cornered in the mountains of Tora Bora, 1,000 of his cohorts with him in those mountains, with the American military forces nearby and in the field -- we didn't use the best trained troops in the world to go kill the world's number one criminal and terrorist.  They outsourced the job to Afghan warlords who only a week earlier had been on the other side fighting against us, neither of whom trusted each other.  That's the enemy that attacked us, that's the enemy that was allowed to walk out of those mountains, that's the enemy that is now in 60 countries with stronger recruits.

He also said Saddam Hussein would have been stronger -- that is just factually incorrect.  Two-thirds of the country was a no-fly zone when we started this war.  We would have had sanctions, we would have had the UN inspectors.  Saddam Hussein would have been continually weakening if the President had shown the patience to go through another round of resolution, to sit down with those leaders and say:  What do you need?  What do you need now?  How much more will it take to get you to join us?  We would be in a stronger place today.

MODERATOR:   Thirty seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  First, listen, of course I know Osama bin Laden attacked us.  I know that.  And, secondly, to think that another round of resolutions would have caused Saddam Hussein to disarm, disclose is ludicrous in my judgment, it just shows a significant difference of opinion.  We tried diplomacy.  We did our best.  He was hoping to turn a blind eye, and, yes, he would have been strong had we not dealt with him. He had the capability of making weapons, and he would have made weapons.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds, Senator.

SENATOR KERRY:  Thirty-five to 40 countries in the world had a greater capability of making weapons at the moment the President invaded than Saddam Hussein.  And while he has been diverted with nine out of ten active duty divisions of our Army either going to Iraq, coming back from Iraq or getting ready to go, North Korea's got nuclear weapons and the world is more dangerous.  Iran is moving towards nuclear weapons and the world is more dangerous.  Darfur has a genocide; the world is more dangerous.  I'd have made a better choice.

MODERATOR:  New question, two minutes, Senator Kerry.  What is your position on the whole concept of preemptive war?

SENATOR KERRY:  The President always has the right and always has had the right for preemptive strike.  That was a great doctrine throughout the Cold War, and it was always one of the things we argued about with respect to arms control.  No President, through all of American history, has ever ceded, and nor would I, the right to preempt in any way necessary to protect the United States of America.  But if and when you do it, Jim, you've got to do in a way that passes the test, that passes the global test, where your countrymen, your people understand fully why you're doing what you're doing and you can prove to the world that you did it for legitimate reasons.

Here we have our own Secretary of State who's had to apologize to the world for the presentation he made to the United Nations.  I mean, we can remember when President Kennedy, in the Cuban missile crisis, sent his Secretary of State to Paris to meet with de Gaulle, and in the middle of the discussion to tell them about the missiles in Cuba, he said, here, let me show you the photos.  And de Gaulle waved them off, and said, "No, no, no, no.  The word of the President of the United States is good enough for me."  How many leaders in the world today would respond to us as a result of what we've done in that way?

So what is at test here is the credibility of the United States of America and how we lead the world.  Well, Iran and Iraq are now more -- Iran and North Korea are now more dangerous.  Now, whether preemption is ultimately what has to happen, I don't know yet.  But I'll tell you this, as President, I'll never take my eye off that ball.  I've been fighting for proliferation the entire time -- anti-proliferation the entire time I've been in the Congress.  And we've watched this President actually turn away from some of the treaties that were on the table.  You don't help yourself with other nations when you turn away from the Global Warming Treaty, for instance, or when you refuse to deal at length with the United Nations. You have to earn that respect.  And I think we have a lot of earning back to do.

MODERATOR:  Ninety seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Let me -- I'm not exactly sure what you mean, passes the global test.  You take preemptive action if you pass a global test?  My attitude is you take preemptive action in order to protect the American people, that you act in order to make this country secure.

My opponent talks about me not signing certain treaties.  But let me tell you one thing I didn't sign -- and I think it shows a difference of our opinion, the difference opinions -- and that is I wouldn't join the International Criminal Court.  This is a body based in The Hague where unaccountable judges and prosecutors could pull our troops, our diplomats up for trial.  And I wouldn't join it.  And I understand that in certain capitals around the world that that wasn't a popular move.  But it's the right move, not to join a foreign court that could -- where our people could be prosecuted.  My opponent is for joining the International Criminal Court.  I just think trying to be popular kind of in the global sense, if it's not in our best interest makes no sense.  I'm interested in working with other nations, and do a lot of it.  But I'm not going to make decisions that I think are wrong for America.

MODERATOR:  New question.  Mr. President, do you believe that diplomacy and sanctions can resolve the nuclear problems with North Korea and Iran?  Taking them in any order you would like.

THE PRESIDENT:  North Korea, first -- I do.  Let me say, I certainly hope so.  Before I was sworn in, the policy of this government was to have bilateral negotiations with North Korea.  And we signed an agreement with North Korea that my administration found out that was not being honored by the North Koreans.  And so I decided that a better way to approach the issue was to get other nations involved, just -- besides us.

And in Crawford, Texas, Jiang Zemin and I agreed that the nuclear weapons-free north -- peninsula -- Korean Peninsula was in his interest, and our interest, and the world's interest.  And so we began a new dialogue with North Korea, one that included not only the United States but now China -- and China has got a lot of influence over North Korea, in some ways more than we do.

As well, we included South Korea, Japan and Russia.  So now there are five voices speaking to Kim Jong-il, not just one.  And so if Kim Jong-il decides again to not honor an agreement, he's not only doing injustice to America, he'd be doing injustice to China, as well.  And I think this will work.  It's not going to work if we open up a dialogue with Kim Jong-il. That's what he wants.  He wants to unravel the six-party talks -- or the five -- the five nation coalition that's sending him a clear message.

On Iran, I hope we can do the same thing -- continue to work with the world to convince the Iranian mullahs to abandon their nuclear ambitions. We work very closely with the foreign ministers of France, Germany, and Great Britain, who have been the folks delivering the message to the mullahs that if you expect to be part of the world of nations, get rid of your nuclear programs.  The IAEA is involved.  There's a special protocol recently been passed that allows for instant inspections.  I hope we can do it.  And we've got a good strategy.

MODERATOR:  Senator Kerry, 90 seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  With respect to Iran, the British, French and Germans were the ones who initiated an effort without the United States, regrettably, to begin to try to move to deter the nuclear possibilities in Iran.

I believe we could have done better.  I think the United States should have offered the opportunity to provide the nuclear fuel, test them, see whether or not they were actually looking for it for peaceful purposes. If they weren't willing to work a deal, then we could have put sanctions together.  The President did nothing.

With respect to North Korea, the real story, we had inspectors and television cameras in the nuclear reactor in North Korea.  Secretary Bill Perry negotiated that under President Clinton.  And we knew where the fuel rods were, and we knew the limits on their nuclear power.  Colin Powell, our Secretary of State, announced one day that we were going to continue the dialogue and work with the North Koreans.  The President reversed him publicly, while the President of South Korea was here.  And the President of South Korea went back to South Korea bewildered and embarrassed because it went against his policy.  And for two years, this administration didn't talk at all to North Korea.

While they didn't talk at all, the fuel rods came out.  The inspectors were kicked out.  The television cameras were kicked out.  And, today, there are four to seven nuclear weapons in the hands of North Korea. That happened on this President's watch.  Now, that, I think, is one of the most serious sort of reversals or mixed messages that you could possibly send.

MODERATOR:  I want to make sure -- yes, sir -- but in this one minute, I want to make sure that we understand -- the people -- the people watching you understand the differences between the two of you on this.  You want to continue the multinational talks, correct?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Right.

MODERATOR:  And you want -- you're wanting to do it --

SENATOR KERRY:  Both.  I want bilateral talks which put all of the issues from the Armistice of 1952, the economic issues, the human rights issues, the artillery disposal issues, the DMZ issues and the nuclear issues on the table.

MODERATOR:  And you're opposed to that; right?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  The minute we have bilateral talks the six-party talks will unwind.  It's exactly what Kim Jong-il wants.  And by the way, the breach on the agreement was not to plutonium, the breach on the agreement is highly enriched uranium, that's what we caught him doing. That's where he was breaking the agreement.

Secondly, you said -- my opponent said that he'd work to put sanctions on Iran.  We've already sanctioned Iran.  We can't sanction them anymore.  There are sanctions in place on Iran.  And, finally, we were a

party to the convincing -- to working with Germany, France and Great Brittan to send their foreign ministers into Iran.

MODERATOR:  New question, two minutes, Senator Kerry.  You mentioned Darfur, the Darfur region of Sudan.  Fifty thousand people have already died in that area, more than a million are homeless and it's been labeled an act of ongoing genocide, yet, neither one of you -- or anyone else connected with your campaigns or your administration that I can find -- has discussed the possibility of sending in troops.  Why not?

SENATOR KERRY:  Well, I'll tell you exactly why not, but I first want to say something about those sanctions on Iran.  Only the United States put the sanctions on alone, and that's exactly what I'm talking about.  In order for the sanctions to be effective we should have been working with the British, French and Germans and other countries.  And that's the difference between the President and me.  And, there, again, he sort of slid by the question.

Now, with respect to Darfur, yes it is a genocide.  And months ago, many of us were pressing for action.  I think the reason that we're not saying send American troops in at this point is several-fold.  Number one, we can do this through the African Union, providing we give them the logistical support.  Right now, all the President is providing is humanitarian support.  We need to do more than that.  They've got to have the logistical capacity to go in and stop the killing, and that's going to require more than is on the table today.

I also believe that it is -- one of the reasons we can't do it is, we're overextended.  Ask the people in the Armed Forces today.  We've got Guards and Reserves who are doing double duties, we've got a backdoor draft taking place in America today.  People with stop-loss programs, where they're told, you can't get out of the military; nine out of our 10 active duty divisions committed to Iraq one way or the other, either going, coming, or preparing.  So this is the way the President has overextended the United States.

That's why, in my plan, I add two active duty divisions to the United States Army, not for Iraq, but for our general demands across the globe.  I also intend to double the number of Special Forces so that we can do the job we need to do with respect to fighting the terrorists around the world. And if we do that, then we have the ability to be able to respond more rapidly.  But I'll tell you this, as President, if it took American forces, to some degree, to coalesce the African Union, I'd be prepared to do it, because we could never allow another Rwanda.  It's a moral responsibility for us in the world.

MODERATOR:  Ninety seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Back to Iran, just for a second.  It was not my administration that put the sanctions on Iran.  That happened long before I arrived in Washington, D.C.

In terms of Darfur, I agree it's genocide, and Colin Powell so stated.  We have committed $200 million worth of aid.  We're the leading donor in the world to help the suffering people there.  We will commit more, over time, to help.

We are very much involved at the U.N. on the sanction policy of the Bashir government in the Sudan.  Prior to Darfur, Ambassador Jack Danforth had been negotiating a north-south agreement that we would hope would have brought peace to the Sudan.  I agree with my opponent that we shouldn't be committing troops, that we ought to be working with the African Union to do so, precisely what we did in Liberia -- we helped stabilize the situation with some troops, and when the African Union came, we moved them out.  My hope is that the African Union moves rapidly to help save lives. Fortunately, the rainy season will be ending shortly, which will make it easier to get aid there and help the long suffering people there.

MODERATOR:  New question, President Bush.  There are clearly, as we have heard, major policy differences between the two of you.  Are there also underlying character issues that you believe -- that you believe are serious enough to deny Senator Kerry the job as Commander-in-Chief of the United States?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Whoo, that's a loaded question.  (Laughter.)

First of all, I admire Senator Kerry's service to our country.  I admire the fact that he is a great dad.  I appreciate the fact that his daughters have been so kind to my daughters in what has been a pretty hard experience for, I guess, young girls -- seeing their dads out there campaigning.  I admire the fact that he served for 20 years in the Senate, although I'm not so sure I admire the record.  I won't hold it against him that he went to Yale.  Nothing wrong with that.

I -- my concerns about the Senator is that in the course of this campaign I've been listening very carefully to what he says, and he changed his positions on the war in Iraq, changes positions on something as fundamental as what you believe in your core, in your heart of hearts is right in Iraq.  You cannot lead if you send mixed messages.  Mixed messages send the wrong signals to our troops, mixed messages send the wrong signals to our allies, mixed messages send the wrong signals to the Iraqi citizens.

And that's my biggest concern about my opponent.  I admire his service.  But I just know how this world works, and that in the councils of government, there must be certainty from the U.S. President.  Of course, we change tactics when need to, but we never change our beliefs, the strategic beliefs that are necessary to protect this country and the world.

MODERATOR:  Ninety-second response, Senator.

SENATOR KERRY:  Well, first of all, I appreciate- the personal comments the President just made, and I share them with him.  I think only if you've -- if you're doing this, and he's done it more than I have in terms of the presidency, can you begin to get a sense of what it means to your families.  And it's tough.  And so I acknowledge his daughters.  I've watched them.  I've chuckled a few times at some of their comments. (Laughter.)  And --

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Trying to put a leash on them.  (Laughter.)

SENATOR KERRY:  Well, I know, I've learned not to do that. (Laughter.)  And I have great respect and admiration for his wife.  I think she's a terrific person --

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Thank you.

SENATOR KERRY:  -- and a great First Lady.  But we do have differences.  I'm not going to talk about a difference of character; I don't think that's my job or my business.  But let me talk about something that the President just sort of finished up with.  Maybe someone would call it a character trait; maybe somebody wouldn't.

But this issue of certainty.  It's one thing to be certain, but you can be certain and be wrong.  It's another to be certain and be right, or be certain and be moving in the right direction, or be certain about a principle and then learn new facts and take those new facts and put them to use in order to change and get your policy right.

What I worry about with the President is that he's not acknowledging what's on the ground, he's not acknowledging the realities of North Korea, he's not acknowledging the truth of the science of stem cell research or of global warming and other issues.  And certainty sometimes can get you in trouble.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Well, I think -- listen, I fully agree that one should shift tactics, and we will in Iraq.  Our commanders have got all the flexibility to do what is necessary to succeed.  But what I won't do is change my core values because of politics or because of pressure.  And it is -- one of the things I've learned in the White House is that there's enormous pressure on the President, and you cannot wilt under that pressure, otherwise the world won't be better off.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds.

SENATOR KERRY:  I have no intention of wilting.  I've never wilted in my life.  And I've never wavered in my life.  I know exactly what we need to do in Iraq and my position has been consistent.  Saddam Hussein is a threat, he needed to be disarmed, we needed to go to the U.N., the President needed the authority to use force in order to be able to get him to do something because he never did it without the threat of force, but we didn't need to rush to war without a plan to win the peace.

MODERATOR:  New question, two minutes, Senator Kerry.  If you are elected President, what will you take to that office thinking is the single most serious threat to the national security of the United States?

SENATOR KERRY:  Nuclear proliferation.  Nuclear proliferation.  There are some 600-plus tons of unsecured material still in the former Soviet Union, in Russia.  At the rate that the President is currently securing that, it will take 13 years to get it.

I did a lot of work on this.  I wrote a book about it several years ago -- maybe six or seven years ago -- called, "The New War," which saw the difficulties of this international criminal network.  And back then, we intercepted a suitcase in a Middle Eastern country with nuclear materials in it.  And the black market sale price was about $250 million.  Now, there are terrorists trying to get their hands on that stuff today.

And this President, I regret to say, has secured less nuclear material in the last two years since 9/11 than we did in the two years preceding 9/11.  We have to do this job.  And to do the job you can't cut the money for it.  The President actually cut the money for it.  You have to put the money into it and the funding and the leadership.

And part of that leadership is sending the right message to places like North Korea.  Right now the President is spending hundreds of millions of dollars to research bunker-busting nuclear weapons.  The United States is pursuing a new set of nuclear weapons.  It doesn't make sense.  You talk about mixed messages.  We're telling other people, you can't have nuclear weapons, but we're pursuing a new nuclear weapon that we might even contemplate using.

Not this President.  I'm going to shut that program down and we're going to make it clear to the world we're serious about containing nuclear proliferation.  And we're going to get the job of containing all of that nuclear material in Russia done in four years.  And we're going to build the strongest international network to prevent nuclear proliferation.  This is the scale of what President Kennedy set out to do with the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.  It's our generation's equivalent.  And I intend to get it done.

MODERATOR:  Ninety second, Mr.  President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Actually, we've increased funding for dealing with nuclear proliferation about 35 percent since I've been the President.

Secondly, we've set up what's called the -- well, first of all, I agree with my opponent that the biggest threat facing this country is weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a terrorist network.  And that's why we've put proliferation as the -- one of the centerpieces of a multi-pronged strategy to make the country safer.

My administration started what is called the Proliferation Security Initiative -- over 60 nations involved with disrupting the trans-shipment of information and/or weapons of mass destruction materials.  And we're -- been effective.  We busted the A.Q. Khan network.  This was a proliferator out of Pakistan that was selling secrets to places like North Korea and Libya.  We convinced Libya to disarm.  It was an essential part of dealing with weapons of mass destruction and proliferation.

I'll tell you another way to help protect America in the long run -- in the long run is continue with missile defenses.  And we've got a robust research and development program that has been ongoing during my administration.  We'll be implementing a missile defense system relatively quickly.  And that is another way to help deal with the threats that we face in the 21st century.  My opponent is opposed to the missile defenses.

MODERATOR:  Just for this one-minute discussion here, is it just -- for whatever seconds it takes -- so it's correct to say that if somebody is listening to this, that both of you agree -- if you're reelected, Mr. President, and if you are elected -- the single most serious threat you believe -- both of you believe is nuclear proliferation?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  In the hands of a terrorist enemy.

SENATOR KERRY:  Weapons of mass destruction, nuclear proliferation. But again, the test of the difference between us -- the President has had four years to try to do something about it, and North Korea has got more weapons.  Iran is moving towards weapons.  And at his pace, it will take 13 years to secure those weapons in Russia.  I'm going to do it in four years, and I'm going to immediately set out to have bilateral talks with North Korea.

MODERATOR:  Your response to that.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Again, I can't tell you how big a mistake I think that is, to have bilateral talks with North Korea.  It's precisely what Kim Jong-il wants.  It will cause the six-party talks to evaporate.  It means that China no longer is involved in convincing, along with us, for Kim Jong-il to get rid of his weapons.  It's a big mistake to do that.

We must have China's leverage on Kim Jong-il, besides ourselves.  And if you enter bilateral talks, they'll be happy to walk away from the table. I don't think that will work.

MODERATOR:  All right, Mr. President, this is -- this is the last question, and two minutes.  It's a new -- new subject, new question.  And it has to do with President Putin and Russia.  Did you misjudge him, or are you -- do you feel that what he is doing in the name of anti-terrorism by changing some democratic processes is okay?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  No, I don't think it's okay, and said so publicly. I think that there needs to be checks and balances in a democracy, and made that very clear -- that by consolidating power in a central government, he's sending a signal to the Western world and the United States that -- that perhaps he doesn't believe in checks and balances.  And I've told him that.

He's also a strong ally in the war on terror.  He is -- listen, they went through a horrible situation in Beslan where these terrorists gunned down young school kids.  But it's the nature of the enemy, by the way. That's why we need to be firm and resolved in bringing them to justice. It's precisely what Vladimir Putin understands, as well.

I've got a good relation with Vladimir, and it's important that we do have a good relation because that enables me to better comment to him and to better to discuss with him some of the decisions he makes.

I found that in this world that it's important to establish good personal relationships with people so that when you have disagreements, you're able to disagree in a way that is effective.

And so I've told him my opinion.  I look forward to discussing it more with him as time goes on.  Russia is a country in transition. Vladimir is going to have to make some hard choices, and I think it's very important for the American President, as well as other Western leaders, to remind him of the great benefits of de

  mocracy, that democracy will best help the people realize their hopes and aspirations and dreams.  And I will continue working with him over the next four years.

MODERATOR:  Ninety seconds, Senator Kerry.

SENATOR KERRY:  Well, let me just say quickly that I've had an extraordinary experience of watching up close and personal that transition in Russia, because I was there right after the transformation, and I was probably one of the first senators -- along with Senator Bob Smith of New Hampshire, a former senator -- to go down into the KGB underneath Treblinka [sic] Square and see reams of files with names in them, and it sort of brought home the transition to democracy that Russia was trying to make.

I regret what's happened in these past months, and I think it goes beyond just the response to terror.  Mr. Putin now controls all the television stations.  His political opposition is being put in jail.  And I think it's very important for the United States, obviously, to have a working relationship that is good.  This is a very important country to us and we want a partnership.  But we always have to stand up for democracy. As George Will said the other day, freedom on the march, not in Russia right now.

Now, I'd like to come back for a quick moment, if I can, to that issue about China and the talks, because that's one of the most critical issues here, North Korea.  Just because the President says it can't be done, that you'd lose China, doesn't mean it can't be done.  I mean, this is the President who said there were weapons of mass destruction, said "mission accomplished," said we could fight the war on the cheap, none of which were true.  We can have bilateral talks with Kim Jong-il and we can get those weapons at the same time as we get China, because China has an interest in the outcome, too.

MODERATOR:  Thirty seconds, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  You know my opinion on North Korea.  I can't say it any more plainly.

MODERATOR:  Right.  Well, but why do you use the word "truth" again?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Pardon me?

MODERATOR:  Talking about the truth of the matter.  Use the word "truth" again.  Did that raise any hackles that you -- with you?

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Oh, I'm a pretty calm guy.  I mean, I don't take it personally.

MODERATOR:  All right.  Yes.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  But, you know, look, we looked at the same intelligence.  We came to the same conclusion, that Saddam Hussein was a grave threat.  And I don't hold it against him that he said "grave threat." I'm not going to go around the country saying he didn't tell the truth, when he looked at the same intelligence I did.

SENATOR KERRY:  It was a threat.  That's not the issue.  The issue is what you do about it.  The President said he was going to build a true coalition, exhaust the remedies of the U.N., and go to war as a last resort.  Those words really have to mean something.  And, unfortunately, he didn't go to war as a last resort.  Now we have this incredible mess in Iraq, $200 billion  -- it's -- it's -- it's not what the American people thought they were getting when they voted.

MODERATOR:  All right, that brings us to closing statements.  And, again, and determined by a coin toss, Senator Kerry, you go first and you have two minutes.

SENATOR KERRY:  Thank you, Jim, very much.  Thank you very much to the University again.  Thank you, Mr. President.

My fellow Americans, as I said at the very beginning of this debate, both President Bush and I love this country very much. There is no doubt, I think, about that.  But we have a different sent of convictions about how we make our country stronger here at home and respected again in the world. I know that for many of you sitting at home, parents of kids in Iraq, you want to know who is the person who could be a Commander-in-Chief, who can get your kids home and get the job done and win the peace?  And for all the rest of the parents in America who are wondering about their kids going to school or anywhere else in the world, what kind of world they're going to grow up in.

Let me look you in the eye and say to you:  I've defended this country as a young man in war and I will defend it as President of the United States.  But I have a difference with this President.  I believe we're strongest when we reach out and lead the world and build strong alliances.  I have a plan for Iraq.  I believe we can be successful.  I'm not talking about leaving.  I'm talking about winning.  And we need a fresh start, a new credibility, a President who can bring allies to our side.

I also have a plan to win the war on terror, funding homeland security, strengthening our military, cutting off finances, reaching out to the world -- again, building strong alliances.  I believe America's best days are ahead of us because I believe that the future belongs to freedom, not to fear.  That's the country that I'm going to fight for, and I ask you to give me the opportunity to make you proud.  I ask you to give me the opportunity to lead this great nation so that we can be stronger here at home, respected again in the world, and have responsible leadership that we deserve.

Thank you and God bless America.

MODERATOR:  Mr. President, two minutes.

PRESIDENT BUSH:  Thank you very much, tonight, Jim.  Thank you, Senator.

If America shows uncertainty or weakness in this decade, the world will drift toward tragedy.  That's not going to happen so long as I'm your President.  The next four years, we will continue to strengthen our homeland defenses.  We will strengthen our intelligence-gathering services. We will reform our military.  The military will be all-volunteer army.  We will continue to stay on the offense.  We will fight the terrorists around the world so we do not have to face them here at home.

We'll continue to build our alliances.  I'll never turn over America's national security needs to leaders of other countries as we continue to build those alliances.  And we'll continue to spread freedom. I believe in the transformational power of liberty, I believe that a free Iraq is in this nation's interest.  I believe a free Afghanistan is in this nation's interest.  I believe both a free Afghanistan and a free Iraq will serve as a powerful example for millions who plead in silence for liberty in the broader Middle East.

We've done a lot of hard work together over the last three-and-a-half years.  We've been challenged, and we've risen to those challenges.  We've climbed the mighty mountain.  I see the valley below and it's a valley of peace.  By being steadfast and resolute and strong, by keeping our word, by supporting our troops, we can achieve the peace we all want.

I appreciate your listening tonight.  I ask for your vote.  And may God continue to bless our great land.

MODERATOR:  And that ends tonight's debate.  A reminder, the second presidential debate will be a week from tomorrow, October 8th, from Washington University in St. Louis.  Charles Gibson of ABC News will moderate a town hall-type event.  Then, on October 13th, from Arizona State University in Tempe, Bob Schieffer of CBS News, will moderate an exchange on domestic policy that will be similar in format to tonight's.  Also, this coming Tuesday, at Case Western Reserve University in Cleveland, the Vice Presidential candidates, Vice President Cheney and Senator Edwards, will debate with my PBS colleague, Gwen Ifill, moderating.

For now, thank you Senator Kerry, President Bush.  From Coral Gables, Florida, I'm Jim Lehrer.  Thank you and good night.  (Applause.)

(end transcript)
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