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I want to thank the Australian Institute of International Affairs and the Harvard Club for hosting this event and inviting me to speak tonight. Thank you for mentioning my association with Harvard. 

I would say that I have something of a chequered history with Harvard. I did okay in my classes, but I started a subversive organisation when I was on campus. It was called the Kennedy School of Government Lampoon. At least, that was what we originally called it until we were contacted by Palmer and Dodge, a law firm that represented the other so-called humour magazine on campus. 

They sent us a friendly letter which is called a cease and desist letter. It asked us to cease and desist using the copyrighted name ‘Lampoon.’ Of course we thought it ridiculous that ‘Lampoon’ could be copyrighted, but they attached to their letter a case that had been published by the District Court in Massachusetts in which ABC Television had wanted to have the ABC Lampoon and it had been found that Lampoon was a copyrighted name.

So, the smart legal minds that we were, we thought that ABC and KSG were completely different letters and this case has no application whatsoever to our situation, but we didn’t want to get into a fight.

I actually wrote them a letter which I found while we were unpacking, so I thought I would share it with you: 

Dear Sirs,

Thank you very much for your cease and desist letter on behalf of the Harvard Lampoon and your instructions to forego publishing the KSG Lampoon for fear of confusing the Harvard Lampoon’s readers. Until you wrote we had not realised that the Harvard Lampoon was a humour magazine, or that it actually had readers. Thank you for these clarifications. 

It was never our intention to infringe any rights of the Harvard Lampoon or to confuse either of its readers. We are simply a group of graduate students with a dream that we have turned into a substantial debt. 

We could have called that deficit many things – the Reagan Budget, the Harvard Lampoon Board's Sex Life (I was 24 when I wrote this). Instead, we chose the name KSG Lampoon. Since you object to that name, we will agree not to call our future magazine the KSG Lampoon. Instead we will call it the Not the KSG Lampoon. 

However, we hope that you will still go ahead and sue us for everything we have since we see no other way of obviating our debt.

Sincerely Yours,

Jeff Bleich

So this is what happens when you learn diplomacy at Harvard. This is really what it comes down to. I took diplomacy from Larry Summers. 

Now, as most Harvard graduates know, the most important thing on any Harvard graduate’s mind when they come to an event or a party is to let you know that they went to Harvard. So I could tell you stories tonight about going to Harvard, but this event is co-hosted by AIIA. And those folks are interested in me talking about something substantive. I think there is a terrible mismatch here but I will try and address the interests of both groups.

So I would like to talk to you all on a serious topic which has been alluded to, but first I want to congratulate the AIIA on your work and on your efforts to focus on nuclear non-proliferation. That is a subject I would like to talk about because it is something that I am passionate about and President Obama is passionate about.

It was the subject of the very first piece of significant legislation that he authored as a United States Senator. It has been a subject that, frankly, he has doggedly pursued since he entered federal office and really for as long as I have known him.

It is the challenge of making the world safe from loose nukes and building a nuclear-free world. His success in the past year in advancing that effort isn’t an accident: it has been the product of years of work and it began during the campaign. It was a major aspect of his platform when he was running for president, it was a priority issue in his inaugural address, it was his top priority in the Prague speech in Europe, and it was the subject of his first White House summit. 

So today I am going to talk about the President and the United States – why we are so focused on this issue, what is at stake and what we have accomplished today. 

But before I get to that I just want to pause for a moment and say where we are in this first year and then go back. Just over a year ago in April 2009, President Obama stood in Prague and announced his vision of a world free from nuclear weapons. Last month he came back to Prague, this time with President Medvedev of Russia and they signed the most significant agreement on nuclear arms reduction in the last quarter century – and these are the leaders of the two greatest nuclear powers.

Two weeks after that he convened 47 nations at a White House summit to establish a concrete set of actions for reducing nuclear weapons, increasing transparency and enforcing the non-proliferation agreement. As we are speaking today there is a United Nations summit occurring to conduct a thorough review of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and to move it forward.

This is just in one year and it is going to take more than one president’s term, it is probably going to take more than my lifetime before we have a world free of nuclear weapons, but the process has begun by which we will once and for all stop the spread of nuclear weapons, eliminate nuclear arsenals and secure loose nuclear materials so that they don’t fall into the hands of rogue states or criminal networks.

We are still in a dangerous time, but we are closer than at any time in the past 65 years to ending nuclear terror. 

What is Driving the Nuclear Agenda?

The strange and bold thing about the President’s vision, and frankly about AIIA’s emphasis on nuclear non-proliferation, is that eliminating nuclear weapons isn’t a fashionable issue. Military leaders today focus on the risk of new threats like terrorist networks and cyber attacks. When technologists talk about new technologies they talk about the revolution in energy and clean tech and biomedicines. Talk to scientists: they are not as interested in fission and fusion and those issues as they are on the new threat of climate change. 

So nuclear weapons feel like a throwback, they feel like talking about mustard gas 40 years after World War I. Immediately after World War I everyone was concerned about mustard gas, now I don’t think any of us lose any sleep about it. And in the aftermath of the Cold War I think most people in the world have stopped thinking that much about nuclear weapons. 

So why would this President, a President who had already inherited one of the most challenging agendas of any U.S. President coming into office – two wars, the global financial crisis, declining confidence in U.S. leadership in the world and two of the most stubborn problems on our domestic agenda in health care and energy, both requiring immediate attention – why would a President that had all that on his plate take on nuclear non-proliferation in the first year of his administration? 

I think the reason is both because the source of the threat has changed and because the consequence of the threat hasn’t changed. What do I mean by that?

The source of the threat has changed. It is true that the threat of a nuclear war between nations has declined dramatically since the height of the Cold War. It’s because nations that have invested billions of dollars in building nuclear arsenals and building their security around nuclear weapons all came to the same conclusion summarised best by President Reagan: "A nuclear war cannot be won, and it should never be fought." 

The cost to a nation of initiating nuclear war was quite simply its own annihilation. Any nuclear launch is going to necessarily prompt a counter attack and that made nuclear war unwinnable. So the nations of the world have moved away from nuclear weapons and no longer see nukes as a path to security.

But at the same time the threat of a different kind of nuclear attack, from a different source, has increased. An attack by any one of several criminal terrorist networks.

These groups don’t have the same concerns as nations. They don’t operate from a particular nation and they don’t have a government. So if they get nuclear weapons and they launch a nuclear strike there is no place for the rest of the world to deliver a counter-strike. As a result, those groups have demonstrated a very keen interest in obtaining nuclear weapons. 

That interest, combined with their willingness to indiscriminately kill civilians using a whole range of other unconventional weapons, whether it is commercial airplanes or suicide bombers or poison gases or other WMDs, means that the risk of actual use of nuclear weapons has never been greater. The only question is whether they can get access to them. 

Now we know that after the fall of the Soviet Union significant nuclear stockpiles existed and they are unaccounted for and they are being actively sought by terrorists. So while the threat of one kind of nuclear attack has declined, the threat of a different kind of nuclear attack has never been greater.

The other thing I said is that the consequence of the threat hasn’t changed. After September 11 we now know to be true what we always feared – that a large-scale terrorist attack will not simply take thousands, potentially hundreds of thousands or millions of lives, it will change forever how we live and the things that we hold dear. 

I lived in Washington DC before September 11 and back then members of the public would tour the White House and if were jogging you could jog up and down the steps of the Capitol, if you were in a tour bus it would pull up right alongside of the Supreme Court building.

You get to the airport – and I was particularly guilty of this – you would arrive 15 minutes before your flight and you would be running to the gate. They actually had a name for people like us: ‘We’ve got a runner, hold the door.’ The government couldn’t tap your phone without a warrant, we did not have secret detention facilities or special detention facilities, there was more freedom, openness, trust and commitment to privacy. 

After September 11 that changed utterly – and that was an attack that killed 3000 people. 

A nuclear attack anywhere in the world could kill hundreds of thousands and the goal of the terrorists who take those lives isn’t simply to kill those people, it is to kill what holds us together, that makes us strong, it is to kill our faith and our confidence that we can be safe in a world while respecting human rights and civil liberties. 

So their goal is to terrorise us into setting back our own Constitution so that there are no values to hold us together and to fight for. 

The President’s vision is this: if we want to save our humanity, if we want to save our kind of society from the most destructive and catastrophic threat we face, we need to eliminate nuclear weapons so that they can’t fall into the hands of terrorists. 

The U.S. has a special responsibility for a couple of reasons. One is that we have the largest nuclear arsenal; the other is that we are the only nation which has actually used nuclear weapons in a conflict. We can’t remove this threat worldwide unless we, the United States, take the initiative. 

Nuclear Posture Review

The first concrete step in removing nuclear weapons starts with us – reducing our own reliance on nuclear weapons in our own security strategy. That doesn’t mean immediately dismantling all of our nuclear weapons because our first priority has to be protecting our allies until we have got an alternative – and they still remain an important deterrent. 

But the U.S. concluded that we had to walk the walk and remain transparent about our nuclear posture and we need to begin reducing our arsenal in a sustainable way. 

One month ago we did both of these. For the first time we issued our nuclear posture review and produced a non-classified version, so the world could see what our plans were. I won’t go into all the details because I like the members of the AIIA and the Harvard Club too much and the Yale grads wouldn’t be able to understand it, but I do want to highlight a few key points.  

First, the review is very specific. It lays out steps to stop proliferation, to speed up the timeline for securing loose nukes and it also renews our commitment to hold accountable any actor, state or otherwise, that facilitates terrorism.

Second, it updates our own nuclear declaratory policy so we can encourage other nations to join the non-proliferation treaty and the only way to do that is by reducing our own nuclear threat to them. 

Over the past decade we have developed lots of other ways to deter certain types of catastrophic attacks, so we don’t need to use nuclear weapons as a deterrent to those types of threats. For those reasons we have committed that the United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapon states that are parties to the non-proliferation treaty and are complying with the treaty. 

This is our message: to get countries to swear off nuclear weapons and to sign on to the non-proliferation treaty. States that don’t are going to be exposed and they are going to be pariahs in the community of nations. Because in this world where security is measured by whether you have more friends than enemies, the pursuit of nuclear weapons won’t make them more secure, it will make them more isolated and give them fewer friends.

The third thing we did is that the updated nuclear posture review commits us to walk the walk away from a nuclear defence strategy. To that end we declared that we will not develop any new nuclear warheads, we won’t pursue new military missions for nuclear weapons, we won’t conduct nuclear testing and we are going to seek ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

The second major step is this new START Treaty that I mentioned. It was only a year ago that President Obama announced this on the steps in Prague. Then he came back a year later to sign this new START Treaty with President Medvedev. I won’t go into all the details of that, but the US and Russia were by far the two greatest nuclear powers. Ninety per cent of the world’s nuclear weapons are either in the possession of the United States or in the possession of Russia.

These two nations have committed to reduce their strategic warheads by 30 per cent. So when that treaty is implemented people say what does 30 per cent mean? It means we will have the fewest number of deployed nuclear warheads on earth since the 1950s. We have rolled back our nuclear threat by 60 years. 

It also follows the old rule of ‘trust but verify,’ which is another way of saying don’t trust, and there are very strong verification techniques where countries will have inspections on one another.

But I think the most important aspect of this START Treaty isn’t just the effect on Washington and Moscow, it’s for all the other nations in reducing their own stockpiles, because it sets the stage for nations that have purely defensive concerns, to begin reducing their stockpiles soon. 

The third part of the nuclear non-proliferation effort was the Nuclear Security Summit in D.C. last month. Again, the details can be mind-numbing, but the fact was that 47 world leaders came to the White House for this summit and to put that into perspective, this is the first time since the end of World War II, 65 years ago, that that many Heads of State have convened in the White House for any single effort.

The bottom line is that these world leaders, including Australia’s delegation, came together to commit to the highest level of nuclear security ever. The plan is to secure all vulnerable nuclear material within four years and specific commitments by each nation – and when I talk about specific commitments, a good example is the Ukraine, which is going to eliminate its entire stockpile of uranium.

Non-Proliferation Review Conference

Finally, the fourth major step is under way. As we speak, the UN Non-Proliferation Review Conference is going on right now in New York. Nearly 190 nations have gathered at the UN to strengthen the three pillars of the agreement: non-proliferation, disarmament, and the peaceful use of nuclear energy.

In short, in the past year we have re-engaged the world on one of the most important issues for our common humanity. This isn’t just about one country, it’s about every country. 

It is not possible to stop talking about this subject without mentioning two countries: Iran and North Korea. Because we can’t ignore the risks of a nuclear Iran and a nuclear North Korea and what that poses to the world. 

With Iran it is the persistent, flagrant violation of the non-proliferation treaty, its secret enrichment program, its support for terrorism and the president of Iran’s specific threats to Israel. These are a significant piece of why the nations of the world need to come together and condemn and stop nuclear proliferation. 

Likewise with North Korea, there is a flagrant violation of the treaty and the UN Security Council resolution, its pursuit of nuclear capability, its testing of systems to carry nuclear weapons -- those have to be stopped.

We have been actively engaged with allies like Australia to increase the cost to Iran and North Korea of their failure to comply with international law, but we have also engaged with our non-allied powers, including China and Russia, to bring Iran and North Korea into line. To date we have obtained UN Security Council sanctions against both, but those sanctions haven’t caused either Iran or North Korea to completely change their postures, so we are now in the process of continuing to ratchet up the consequences. 

As the President stated: “We recognise the difference between the people of Iran and their leaders; the people of Iran were out in droves after the last election protesting. They were ruthlessly beaten, in some cases killed, by their own government. They understand the reckless course that their country’s leaders have taken and they want it to stop too.”

So our challenge in this next phase of developing sanctions is to design them in a way that inflicts a punishment where it belongs -- on the leaders, the architects and the beneficiaries of their nuclear program -- and not on the public, where we would disenfranchise the public. 

If Iran’s leaders continue to violate their international obligations, the next set of sanctions would not only cause them to be more isolated from the world community, but if we do this effectively at all, would isolate them from their own people. 

So we hope they are going to take the necessary measures so that all of us will have confidence that their nuclear program is solely for peaceful purposes, but if they don’t there will be very real consequences, and the same is true for North Korea. Kim Jong-Il just has to stop his nuclear program, or he is going to be forced to stop by the community of nations. 

This is what President Obama said: We are determined to prevent them from developing nuclear weapons, but we are not going to do it through threats, we are not going to do it through bluster. We are going to circle the wagons around these nations, ratchet up the pressure and use the combined force of many nations to stop their programs by whatever means are necessary.

So, taking stock of the last year: we have accomplished quite a bit, but we still have quite a bit to do. Terrorist networks in certain nations remain a threat and the threat will take us backward, but if we work together, the US, Australia and other like-minded nations can make this world free from fear of nuclear attack and make it safer, saner world for our children and for our grandchildren.

Thank you very much.

QUESTIONS

Could you talk a little bit about Israel and its part in the nuclear picture?

There is a question about Israel’s policy for inspecting nuclear weapons and we have been actively engaged in our discussions with Israel about that. They perceive direct threats and I think they will be much safer in a nuclear-free world and so they see us moving them in a proper direction. I think there is a positive relationship between the U.S. and Israel on this effort.

One of the things that always seems to be left to one side in the debate on nuclear non-proliferation is the budget of the International Atomic Energy Agency. People are asking it to increase its activity, but without substantially increasing its budget. If they had had more money they could probably have been more effective. Can you comment?

There is also another aspect to this in that the IAEA tends to focus more on what we don’t know about. With respect to the cost of pursuing them where they are, UN Security Council resolutions provide the means for enforcement and for inspection. That is a large part of the budget.

So there is additional money which is going to that effort, but it tends to go from different sources, but your point is valid. 

I am interested to hear now on the prospects for ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. It is something that has eluded many Administrations. I think no one would doubt the degree of intent from this Administration, but what is your view on how Congress is going to take it? 

This isn’t a President who is afraid to take a swing. This has been the Green Monster, it’s a really tall fence that has been really hard to get over, but the President wouldn’t make a commitment unless there is a path to it. 

When we made the commitment on health care, a lot of people said that a lot of other presidents have tried and failed and why do you think you’ll be different? But there was a strategy, an understanding and when things shifted, for example, the election in Massachusetts changed things a bit, a new strategy was developed, but there was a path to it.

There are other important international agreements that we were looking at carefully and to the extent there is a basis for believing we can get them ratified, we are going to aggressively pursue that.  

You spoke about North Korea and Iran, I am just wondering if you can comment on Pakistan and the internal conflicts that are going on there?

We have made tremendous progress this year with Pakistan, and there has been a substantial investment of money in strengthening the infrastructure of Pakistan and giving it greater confidence in the long-term support of other nations who are like-minded about the reduction of nuclear threat.

We are seeing clear benefits. Two of the top three Al-Qaeda leaders within the Taliban were captured in large part because of leads and efforts by Pakistan security. That is about as concrete a reflection of cooperation and commitment that you could hope for.

That has been a large part of the strategy forward in Afghanistan, which has been to make Afghanistan secure; create opportunities for a real civil society to take root and to support that.

The third, and the important piece for your question, is making sure that Pakistan is part of that effort and that has been a real financial commitment as well as a commitment in terms of strong diplomacy and outreach.

I wonder if you could flesh out a little bit more about the domestic dynamics, because you face a Senate that simply isn’t going to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. You face a secretary of defence in the White House that does not necessarily share all of these views.

On the nuclear posture that you are referring to, there is no daylight between the President and the Secretary of Defence. You boys love to throw these hypotheticals at members of the Cabinet, and it sounds as if they are varying a little bit.

What if you had nuclear weapons aimed at you – creating some nightmare scenario, and you get an answer that ‘yes maybe in that situation we would have to do this’. So on the basis of that we are saying they don’t agree.  

They are completely aligned; I do not see that as an internal challenge – and the President is very good about that, he has a very self-disciplined administration. People stay in their lanes and there is a lot of active discussion to get to an agreement, but once you agree you work together.

You just haven’t seen the kind of drama in the first year that you typically see. It is driving the U.S. media crazy; they are miserable about it.

In terms of getting the test ban treaty ratified, I am not as pessimistic as you are. I think it is an uphill battle, but the real question is can you establish two things: 

One is credibility, can you get enough other things through that there is a sense of inevitability that you will be able to push important legislation through and that the public is behind you on it and that they don’t want to see obstruction on important initiatives based on political considerations.

Secondly, I think you need to make the case to the American people. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is not something that is front and center in people’s minds, but at the right time it will pass.

Is the possibility of strikes on Iran and North Korea still valid? Is it off because it is too late, or too dangerous? 

That is a very good question. It is one of those questions that is hard to test. It is one of those things that the President has talked about. In a marriage, there are certain things you never ask your spouse. The reason is because whatever the answer, it is not a great thing for the relationship. 

Similarly with nuclear weapons. There are always people who want to say: ‘If sanctions don’t work, will you strike?’ In that way if you say ‘No we will keep thinking about other ways’, they pounce and say there is no teeth, sanctions have no meaning, because you don’t have the threat in the background. 

On the other hand if you say ‘We will strike’ then all Iran hears and all North Korea hears is ‘We are at risk, we need to build up our weapons systems because they really are coming to get us’. 

Either answer sends the wrong message, so it is reasonable for people to always ask the question, but it is more reasonable for leaders who are actually trying to accomplish something to say ‘we will follow whatever means are necessary’, but not to get into specifics. 

I was interested in what you said about nuclear non-proliferation not being uppermost in the public conscience any more and I would like to hear any thoughts you had on the role of the media in that regard? Also, what about the role of other bodies, do you think they have any political role to play? Finally, is there a danger that a huge emphasis on the question of nuclear terrorism might really detract attention from the state-to-state nuclear situation?

Again, a good set of questions. The first issue, which is whether the media has some role in the fact the public isn’t too focused on nuclear weapons. I do not blame the media; it is economically based and it goes to where people’s fears and concerns are. So if you tell the media the plastic cups that your kids are using may release some bad chemical, that is going to be the news story for the next six days even through you are at much greater risk from not getting enough exercise or eating too much fat, which is part of our daily life. 

That is just the nature of news. The nature of government leadership is to use the bully pulpit of your position to force the media to talk about what really matters and that has been one of the hallmarks of this Administration. It has really said: here are the five issues that really threaten our future either as a country or as a planet. We need to focus on these and we are not going to be distracted with the chatter about every other issue. 

That takes a lot of discipline and it is a difficult thing to do, but that is the responsibility of leadership. The president sets a good example and the rest of us hopefully follow it. One of the great things about him is that he does not have to tell you to do things, just by his example you want to be a better person. 

You try and raise your own game and focus on the things that matter, as opposed to the things that will get you a quick appearance on a TV show. 

Other groups do have a role to play. Serious groups, not so much because they can grab attention. The report by the AIIA is unlikely to capture the front page of the Sydney Morning Herald or the Australian, but what it will do is that when policy leaders and reporters have their attention drawn to nuclear non-proliferation they have got something real that is already there. 

The worst thing is when a crisis occurs or an opportunity occurs and no one has done the ground work and there is nothing important or new to say about the issue. So I think that groups that have been focussed on nuclear non-proliferation are doing a tremendous service.

Your third issue: the truth is that the threat of state-sponsored nuclear attack has really been reduced. The major nuclear powers are not thinking a nuclear strike is in their best interests. They don’t want to say it, because that eliminates any deterrent effect, but if Ronald Reagan is saying it is an unthinkable weapon, it is a weapon that will ultimately lead to your own annihilation, I think that is the same conclusion that others 30 years later, in every nation, have come around to. 

Really, only Iran and North Korea are actively developing new programs, with an understanding of what they may be intending to develop them for. To the extent that many other nations may have programs that raise concerns, we see those concerns as purely in a defensive posture, not because they may want to have a first-strike capability.

So that really means that terrorism is the greatest fear, that these loose nukes are the greatest source of concern. You can paralyse yourself with fear thinking about the consequences of loose nukes, just as much as you can paralyse yourself with fear worrying about smallpox. 

Smallpox has been wiped out as a disease, but there are still some vials that were retained somewhere in the former Soviet Union. If smallpox were unleased it would wipe out a third to a half of the world’s population. It could make you not want to wake up in the morning. 

You use the knowledge that you have to identify the types of sources that would actually contemplate such a crazy, horrible concept, and that is a relatively small number of people in the world. The way you make yourself safe from a nuclear threat is by just having more friends in the world than enemies. Friends who are willing to share information with you, enforce your laws, protect you from these types of challenges and develop the capacity to do it effectively. That is what it comes down to. 

I would like to question the premise that a nuclear-free world is quite as desirable as you think. We can’t un-invent what we have invented and un-know what we know. There will always be the ability to create these weapons.

The answer there is simply that it requires tremendous resources, generally the resources of a major state, to develop a nuclear program. Just look at Iran. It is aggressively pursuing a nuclear program in secret. It has enormous resources, including oil resources, and it has a leader who actively supports it.

Yet even on the most optimistic scenario, it is two to five years for them to have an operational nuclear system. That is how difficult it is to develop a nuclear weapon. One of the problems that Hollywood has created – if we are bashing on the media and Hollywood tonight – is the notion that you or I, going on the internet, can figure out how to create a nuclear weapon, and with one or two well-placed friends can get the uranium and the centrifuges to enrich it to the proper level and create a nuclear weapon.

You can’t, it is very difficult. The big difference that we have now, as opposed to 50 years ago, is much more sophisticated networks of information to identify where things move, that’s what I mean by more friends and fewer enemies.

If the world works together on this, you have years of warning about the development of this sort of weapon. If the world is not working together then we are all exposed.

How do you measure how the imposition of sanctions on the leaders outweighs the effect on the public?

There are different kinds of sanctions. When you start cutting off food and other exports to the country, then the public suffers. But the people who are making this policy, they are getting food flown in and eating very well. Then they say ‘look at those evil countries out there, they are starving you; we are trying to get food for you’.

Those sorts of sanctions tend to be counter-productive. When you focus on eliminating the resources that their industries require and figure out who the individuals are and how they get their money and manage to live the good life, which is always what happens with the inner circle, then you choke them off and suddenly they are suffering and their families are suffering and they don’t like that. 

The best way to punish rich people is to take away their money. Take away their businesses, take away their money, isolate them and frustrate them to a point where it is no longer worth it for them to be supporting the leaders with nuclear ambitions. 

If you are enforcing these sanctions properly the effect is almost immediate. One of the good things about where people share information is that you can get to know that relatively quickly. The media is everywhere, people are recording what is going on in the streets constantly, and it is easy to find people who can assist you who aren’t necessarily associated with the Government, but they can get you real time information.

I have just returned from Iran and I am afraid the sanctions are hurting the people. Also, you have mentioned Ukraine, which has stated that it would dispose of its entire weapons grade nuclear stockpile. Why do you not give more credit for this?  

On your first point, the President shares your concern for the people of Iran. Let’s not say every sanction works, let’s look at the sanctions, initiated a number of years ago, how they work. His conclusion is that we need new sanctions, and different kinds of sanctions, and we have been working with our allies and with China and Russia to develop a new set of sanctions that will be more effective and won’t have the counter-productive effects that you are describing and really laser in on the people who should be punished.

With respect to Ukraine, I mentioned Ukraine in my remarks earlier, because we do recognise the significance of that step. It is important and we want to get other nations to step up and get rid of high-grade enriched uranium, because in the wrong hands it can become loose nukes. 

We fully agree with that and I think we gave great praise to Ukraine and the fact that ambassadors around the world are having the same talks about nuclear non-proliferation. We are trying to call out the specific countries that are working towards it as well as those that are working against it. 

Ukraine is clearly working towards it, and Iran and North Korea, at this point, are working against it. 

Brazil has proposed the idea of sanctions against Iran, but is also worried whether it will change Iran’s attitude. Will it put the Iranian president against the wall? Should we leave more room for diplomacy? 

I think that to some extent you have outlined the carrot and the stick approach. The carrot is if you want to avoid sanctions you can do it. The United States has also said we are very interested in the proposal that Iran would have another country enrich its uranium for peaceful purposes. 

As long as they are not doing their own enrichment we will help with the cost, it won’t increase the cost to Iran at all to have the proper grade of nuclear fuel produced. If they want to accept that, then they may be able to avoid all these other issues, but there has to be consequences if they won’t accept some means of easy verification that they are not engaged in the high enrichment of uranium. 

We don’t necessarily disagree with the notion of this alternative, but at the same time there have to be consequences. 

In Iraq we did not discover WMDs, but there are two differences with Iran. With Iran we actually have photographic proof of enrichment facilities that they said they didn’t have. The other thing is that in Iraq it does prove that sanctions can be effective. There was simply a failure to confirm that sanctions had been effective.

Saddam Hussein, who had been interested in acquiring biological weapons and nuclear weapons at an earlier stage, had not acquired them and had given up pursuing them, he merely kept the threat that he was doing so in order to scare people off.

But he wasn’t doing it because of the sanctions. It was just too difficult and too painful. So sanctions can work.

Given India is not a signatory to the NPT, do you think the US-India nuclear deal undermines the NPT and may undermine US negotiating powers with Iran and Pakistan.

The negotiations with India are sensitive. India’s nuclear arsenal is a small fraction of the American and Russian arsenals and one issue is that if you can convince the rest of the world that nuclear weapons are disappearing and they are not being aimed at you any more; if you can make both India and Pakistan feel secure about the condition of the world, you reduce the desirability of nukes in the world and you increase the willingness of nations to join in a commitment to a nuclear-free world.

I would like you to comment on the Prime Minister’s announcement of a Kennedy School of Government-type institution to work here in Canberra with the public sector.

These are decisions that are made internally, but what I can say from my own experience is when I look back on the two years that I was at the Kennedy School, getting to walk into the forum and pretty much every evening you are deciding ‘well that is a former Secretary of State, I may come in on Tuesday when the actual Secretary of State is here’. 

The level of access, the level of engagement, the real-time understanding of what was going on in the world. It can’t be replicated unless you have got a kind of an institution that is focussed on developing leaders in that area and has the weight and gravity to attract existing leaders. 

It was terrific experience and they did not kick me out for the Lampoons, so I still have positive, warm, fuzzy feelings for Cambridge.

Unless I have missed something, it is still undecided who the Prime Minister is in the United Kingdom. We have the possibility of a Conservative-led coalition, and David Cameron is committed to the maintenance of our Trident nuclear deterrent. On the other side we have three of the four parties, possibly forming the other coalition, who are committed to the disbandment of Trident and the nuclear deterrent. What is the US’s opinion about these developments in its most important strategic ally?

I think there are some people in the room who will disagree about the UK being our most important strategic ally. We have many friends. 

We do not pick favourites in elections. Our view, particularly with our allies, is that we have worked well historically with Labour, Liberal and Tory governments and we will continue to be able to work well with whoever takes power.

With respect to a particular weapons system, again we would not make a judgement about the worthiness of one party over another based upon how they approach a particular weapons system. We are looking forward to the view we will get from the UK, whoever is in charge, to an overall commitment to reducing nuclear stockpiles. 

