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Announcer:  Ladies and gentlemen, please welcome back to the stage the President of the German Marshall Fund, Dr. Karen Donfried.
Dr. Karen Donfried:  Good morning.  I hope everyone enjoyed the night owls and the breakfast.  We're delighted to welcome you back to this ballroom to allow us to welcome a very impressive congressional delegation we have here.  I'd like to introduce them briefly.  We're so delighted that they've taken the time to be with us here in Brussels and participate in this vital discussion of the challenges facing the transatlantic relationship.

We are honored to have with us a staff delegation from the House Foreign Affairs Committee and the Helsinki Commission, the U.S. NATO Charge d’Affaires, Lee Litzenberger, the Charge d'Affaires to Belgium, Matthew Lussenhop, and of course, Senator John McCain and Senator Ron Johnson.
Now please welcome back to the Brussels Forum stage Senator John McCain, who is a senior member of this distinguished delegation.  His indispensable leadership, his buttress to transatlantic relationship through the many challenges that we are currently facing, and we are so thankful that Senator McCain is taking the time to talk with us this morning about the importance of the transatlantic partnership.  And with that, I'll turn the podium over to Senator McCain.

Sen. John McCain:  Well, thank you, Karen, and for that kind introduction, and it's different from the one I got at the Scottsdale Rotary Club, where the guy said, here's the latest dope from Washington.  So, thank you for your kind words.  And I'm honored and great honor to be accompanied by my dear friend from Wisconsin, Senator Ron Johnson, who is the--holds the important position in the United States Senate as Chairman of our Homeland Security Committee.  A partner and a great friend of the United States, but also of this Forum.

I want to thank the entire German Marshall Fund team.  The Brussels Forum has become a critical thread that helps to bind the fabric of our transatlantic community, and I'm honored to join you.  Let me also thank the Belgium government and people for being such gracious hosts.  I know that most of us have paused this week to reflect and say a prayer for the innocent Belgiums and other citizens from five continents who were murdered, and the hundreds more who were wounded, when ISIS attacked this city one year ago this week.

But what has been clear to me in just the one day that I've been here in Brussels is that ISIS failed in its mission of terror.  Belgium today stands stronger and more united to resist this threat to our common civilization.  So does Europe.  So does America.  And we do so together as one transatlantic alliance.
I was asked to say a few words as part of the effort of this years' conference to mark the 70th anniversary of the Marshall Plan, which has inspired a grateful Germany 45 years ago to give America the gift of the German Marshall Fund.  We all remember that the Marshall Plan saved the west.  It saved a New World Order emerged from the ashes and chaos of World War.  What's less remembered is how much persistent painstaking political salesmanship went into the establishment of the Marshall Plan and the World Order that it helped secure.

Our predecessors had faith in the rightness and justice of our ideals, but they did not rest upon that faith alone.  They took nothing for granted.  They knew their capacity for an ambitious foreign policy would only be as strong as a domestic policy consensus on which it rested.  And they set out to build it together.  History is lived forward, an English historian once wrote.  But it is written in retrospect.  We know the end before we consider the beginning.  And in the beginning, our predecessors faced setback after setback.  The Berlin Blockade.  The Communist coup in Czechoslovakia.  The near collapse of Greece and Turkey.  The Soviet atomic bomb.  The communist victory in China.  The invasion of South Korea.  Not to mention to difficulties that they faced at home.

In the United States, it's easy to forget the early drafts of the North Atlantic Treaty, which created NATO, were flatly rejected by Congress.  It's also easy to forget that the political battle over the military assistance program, the first U.S. military foreign aid program of the Cold War, was so fraught, that it was likened at the time to the Battle of Gettysburg.  And as we welcome the 70th anniversary of the Marshall Plan, we must remember that it, too, was never a forgone conclusion.  Many Americans did not initially believe that giving their hard-earned tax dollars to Europeans in need was in their self-interest.  They needed to be convinced of it.  America's Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, literally crisscrossed the country for months on long drives and train rides to take the case for global engagement directly to the American people.

Yes, he gave speeches in Washington, but also in Spokane, Washington.  He didn't just speak to the World Affairs Council in San Francisco, he spoke to the National American Wholesale Grocers Association in Atlantic City, New Jersey.  And after speaking with busloads of miners in Duluth, Minnesota, Acheson stayed up into the wee hours of the morning selling the Marshall Plan to crowds rotating in and out of a hotel ballroom.  A nickel got them a coffee and a chance to hear why the greater good, the resurrection of Europe and the West was in their interest.
My friends, this was populism in the service of internationalism.  And that's why we succeeded.  And we've never needed that kind of effort more than right now.  Our fellow citizens on both sides of the Atlantic are asking many of the same questions that our predecessors confronted seven decades ago.  Why do we need an alliance?

Why should we spend money on defense programs and foreign assistance when our citizens are struggling here at home?

Why should we risk our blood and treasure to defend or benefit people half a world away?

What's in it for me?

These questions are so old and fundamental that we seem to have forgotten the answers.  And that's why our people are turning away from us.  We just need to be honest about that.  But we must also acknowledge that we can do better, and we must.  We can and must explain, as our predecessors did, why there's still such a thing as the greater good.  Why our vision of world order is indispensable to our common security and prosperity.  And why all of this expenditure of money and effort and time benefits us.  Our people, our interests, our values, our alliance.
The success of the West of a new different better kind of world order, of the Transatlantic Alliance dedicated to Europe as a whole, free and at peace, none of this was preordained.  It was earned.  Free citizens persuaded one another that our values, and the security and prosperity they generate, are worth the fighting for.  We marshaled our power and influence in their defense.  We bore the cost and the sacrifices.  We made the choice to defend our common interests and shared ideals.  We did all of this before, and we can do it again.  This is no time to despair.  For on our side, we have the cause of truth, and right, and justice.
This is a time to trust each other, rely on each other, roll up our sleeves together, and work even harder on behalf of the values and the world order and the way of life that we all hold dear.  I thank all of you for joining me in this effort, and for being here today.  Thank you very much.

Ms. Karen Donfried:  Senator McCain, thank you so much for invoking the past to embolden us to meet the challenges of today.  And it's such a privilege to have Senator McCain and Senator Johnson with us, and we'll now continue with the program.  Thank you so much.

Voiceover:  History repeats itself and our present moment parallels some of history's most trying times.  Economic inequality and turbulence, leaving vast swaths of the public feeling disenfranchised.  Populists, nationalists, and illiberal forces taking advantage of this unsettled public mood to rise to power.  Extreme ideologies fostering violent acts.  Belligerent powers threatening their neighbors.  Conflict and the threat of conflict a daily reality.  We have seen the cycle of events before, and history may seem to suggest that crisis is inevitable.
But history also tells us that this cycle can be broken.  We have seen that it is possible to reimagine the relationship between enemies, forging lasting partnerships, that seemingly insurmountable barriers between people can be dismantled with astonishing speed, that we can find ways to prosper together.  What lesson will we take from history?  The choice is ours.

Announcer:  Ladies and gentlemen, please welcome the Head of the U.S. and Americas Program at Chatham house, Ms. Xenia Wickett.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Good morning, everybody.  I know we are getting close to the end of the Brussels Forum, for which we're all very sad.  But we have just a few more interesting conversations to have, and today's, this morning's, we have half an hour to talk about North Korea.  The next conflict.
We have two great speakers to join us.  We have Wendy Sherman.  As most if not all of you know, Wendy was, until recently, the Undersecretary for Political Affairs at the State Department, but spent a number of years during the Clinton Administration, working on North Korea.
And we have--

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  A gracious gentleman.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  And we have a gracious gentleman next to her, who also needs a glass.

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  Thanks.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  It's Saturday morning.  What can you say?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Masafumi Ishii, who the ambassador of Japan to Belgium, and the representative to NATO here in Brussels.  North Korea, well, let me actually start with the logistical thing.  First of all, just to apologize in advance.  Wendy has a flight to catch.  So, we will be walking out of here at 10:00.  So apologies in advance if we have lots of questions around the audience and we can't get to them.

But let's get to the issue at hand.  We've been asked to talk about solutions rather than what the problem is.  North Korea, this is not a new problem.  We have been talking about the challenge of North Korea for at least two decades.  So, I'm going to do the briefest of introductions about where we are today so that we then don't need to talk about it anymore, and we can look at solutions.  And I've asked both of our panelists here to talk, to use their three minutes to talk about solutions.
So as I say, this is not a new challenge.  There are slight changes in recent months.  The first, longer than recent months, the last couple of years, we have a new leader in North Korea, relatively new leader in North Korea, Kim Jung Un, who is younger and arguably more unpredictable than his father, his predecessor.  The other challenge in the last couple of months is it looks like North Korea is about to or has made some relatively new and significant advances in its missile technology to allow it to, at some point in the relatively near future, reach the mainland.  I think there was some disagreements about exactly where it is today.

So there are some small changes, but other than that, this is a problem we've been dealing with for many, many years, as I say, many decades.  And we have a number of solutions that we have tried.  Deterrents.  Military deterrents.  Donald Trump has been talking about potentially preemption, so that is on the table.  Sanctions.  Again, that is not a new solution.  Engagement, whether it's the six party talks, whether it's engagement with the United States, the agreed framework, whether it's with China, whether it's the Sunshine policy with South Korea, we have tried all of these.

And the one that, depending on where you sit, we have not tried is regime change.  Although, of course, the North Koreans think that we have.

So we have a host of possibilities in terms of options.  What I've asked the two panelists to do--we know what the problem is.  What I've asked the two panelists to do is to use their three minutes to really put solutions on the table, what they think--how they think we should go forward.

And what I want to task all of you--I'm going to move to all of you very, very quickly.  What I want to ask all of you to do is, yes, ask questions, make comments, but what I really want to see, whether it's up on the screens through the SpotMe app or whether it's verbally, I want solution sets, I want ideas of how do we move forward, not what is the problem.  I think we've spent enough time discussing that.

So with that, why don't I ask Wendy to step up and start us off?
Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Good morning, everyone and thank you all for being here on a Saturday morning.  Apologies for rushing out afterwards.  When President Obama met with then President-Elect Trump, he reportedly said the most serious and the most difficult challenge you will face is North Korea.  That is absolutely accurate and correct.  It was right that Prime Minister Abe found an early time to come and talk with the President as much about North Korea, I would presume, as it was about economics and world security and order.

It was right that Secretary Mattis made his first trip abroad to Korea and Japan.  It was right that Secretary Tillerson after went to South Korea, Japan and China.  And it is right that the Trump Administration is undertaking a policy review of what to do about North Korea.

It is a challenge.  I do not believe that Kim Jun Un is unpredictable at all.  Nor do I think he is crazy in the way that one would think he's clinically crazy.  He is ruthless, he is a dictator but he lives in a paradigm that his father, whom I had, suppose, historic opportunity to spend some time with, and his grandfather believed.  And that is their regime survival is dependent upon having nuclear weapons because any other leader who didn't have nuclear weapons died.  Whether that was Milošević or Khadafi.

So that is the paradigm and everything propels that paradigm.  So how do you deal with that?  In my view, all the things we have tried before, we have tried one at a time or two at a time but we have never tried everything all at the same time, and that is what I believe is required today because we have to get Kim Jung Un to understand he has a choice and the choice is between having nuclear weapons and having his regime.

And so what, in my view, that requires is a very concerted strategy that uses all of our tools all at once.  Ramping up sanctions and enforcing them all around the world.  I know not everybody here loves the Iran Deal but in fact, that is what we did.  We not only ramped up sanctions but we sent teams out around the world to enforce those sanctions with depth.

We arrayed our military and we need to array our military in the sense to give Kim Jung Un the understanding that we are ready to take whatever action will be necessary to protect our survival, the survival of Japan and South Korea, the survival of China, for that matter, and the survival of the entire world.

We have to use our intelligence and covert capabilities in every appropriate way.  Mindful that cyber has a boomerang effect at times, we have to be thoughtful about what we do.

We need to understand that sanctions alone will not compel him.  Sanctions did not compel Iran.  At the beginning of the 2000s, Iran had 164 centrifuges.  By the time we began serious negotiations, having put in place the most serious consequential sanctions ever, Iran had 19,000 centrifuges.  So sanctions alone won't stop.  They are critical to force a conscious effort on what choice is in front of Kim Jung Un and that is what they are designed to do.

So in order to use all of our tools, to ramp up our activities in a very forceful way, it means turning to Europe and saying, you need to get engaged in this issue.  It means having very quiet and serious dialogue with China to go through with China every one of the reasons it does not want to put pressure on North Korea.  China's worried about American troops on their border, they're worried about economic refugees coming across their border, they're worried about a precipitous civil war where they will lose out geopolitically.  There are not perfect answers to these things but there are answers and we need to work through them so that China is willing to tighten that noose and work with South Korea, work with Japan, work with us, work with the entire international community to go forward.

As part of our military strategy, we need to put missile defenses in place, we should not back off of that.  The Chinese have to understand this is not about them, this is about protecting our allies, protecting our troops in South Korea in every way that goes forward.

So I'm going to stop so that my dear friend, Ambassador Ishii can speak and then we can get to your questions and answers.

But my bottom line here is we have to put everything we have against this challenge.  And even doing that is not a guarantee, so we have to be ready to do whatever it takes to protect the security of this planet.  Even doing the strategy I am suggesting in very broad terms because we don't have time is very high risk because it could precipitate a collapse or a coup or a confrontation, and then we are off to a considerable war that may have catastrophic consequences.

But at this point, given where North Korea's going with its nuclear program and its missile program, I don’t believe we have any other choice.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Wendy, thank you.  Absolutely perfect.  We've got a solution set on the table.  Ambassador, why don't you come up and join us, if you will.  Give us your solution set from the perspective of Japan.

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  You know, I'm a simple person, so walking and speaking at the same time makes me a little nervous.

But I think you didn't read my talking point, did you?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  No.

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  I think we are pointing to the same direction.  Doing every element we have at the same time.  Let me start from where we are.  A 30-second review of where we are.  Number one, bad news, DPRK has capability improving.  Nuclear--they have already nuclear weapons, which distinguishes them from Iran.  They have few hundred missiles that cover whole Japan and they are improving their missile capabilities.  Bad news.

Second, good news.  As Wendy said, U.S. government is now reviewing its policy towards North Korea.  And the seriousness and urgency of this issue is completely shared by the government of the United States, including the President.  I mean, they are doing a great job.  And they are doing review in close consultation with allies, like Japan and (inaudible) which is another good news.

Last but not least, it's a firm conviction on the part of the new government of the United States that China is a key for solving this issue, which is another good news.  That's where we are.  Okay.  What should we do?

I'll give you five elements, which we have to do (inaudible) at once.  First, keep the door open for serious dialogue.  Not the dialogue for dialogue's sake, we have to keep the door open but the objective and the sort of outcome of a dialogue should be clear, verifiable and complete denuclearization of the peninsula, which Wendy has heard 300 times.  That's one.

Second element, I think we need to make the sanction work more effectively.  In addition to implementing what we have already agreed, we may have to introduce more pointed, more effective sanction like the way we did in dealing with Banco Delta Asia a few years ago, which was a choking point for the money going in and coming out from North Korea.  We need to find choking point to make the new sanction work more effectively.

Third, we have to become stronger just to make sure that deterrence works.  This is not to sort of cause a conflict, this is to prevent the conflict from happening.  So it is perfectly understandable for ROK to gain the capabilities like (inaudible).  We may have to think about it in Japan.  We may have to think about some additional capabilities, whatever it may be.

So number four, little bit new element.  Be more ready for day after.  Day after, what I mean is--this is quite personal but this is not the policy of the government of Japan.  But day after means whatever the reason, if and when Korea is united, we have to be more ready for that.  I'm not saying it's happening, I'm not saying we are seeing the symptom of the collapse of North Korea, but there is a possibility and after all, this is the third generation of a country with that kind of regime.

So the charisma is almost gone and accumulation of the problems.  So--and they do have nuclear weapons, so if something happens, whatever the possibilities are, we have to be serious about non-perforation, so we have to be ready for that.  More ready for that.  That means Japan, ROK, United States have to sit down and talk about what the United Korea is going to look like.

So this is another way to tell Chinese friend that maybe United Korea is not such a bad thing.  So this is part of our efforts for engaging China into the picture and so far, I think we--our efforts is not met with big success in terms of the contact with China, but we have to do it.  And I think United States government is convinced that it has to do it.

So we'll see a lot of contact between China and the United States, which we welcome.

Last, fifth element.  I don't know yet.  I mean, these four elements may not be enough, so I welcome whatever suggestion you make  We may need to come up with additional new thinking, as Wendy suggested and if that is the case, my sense is it's going to be more covert than overt.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Masa, thank you very much.  I have to pick you up on one thing you said.  You said add capability--we might have to add capabilities for Japan.  Can you just give us a little bit more of a feel of what that might be?  What did you have in mind?

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  If you are ready to turn off the mic.  No, no, no.  I mean, most seriously, I think the fact is review of our national defense program guideline, which is more or less a military strategy of Japan is going to start from somewhere this year to be concluded by the end of next year.

And I'm sure the issue of increasing defense budget will be discussed.  And I don't know, whatever necessary, theoretically, of course, the striking capabilities.  The issue is if North Korea misunderstands that if North Korea attacks Japan, United States will not be ready to get involved, which is not the case.  We have been assured several times.  But if North Korea misunderstand that about the sort of resolve of the U.S. government as a ally, as partner.  If we have the strike capability, that will be better in persuading North Korea that if they shoot us, we'll shoot back.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  So Masa's given us a great opportunity and I am going to push you all, I say, again, so be prepared.  I have a question for Wendy and then I'm going to come to you all.  But he's given us a great opportunity for giving him some suggestions to take back to the Japanese government, so I hope we're going to actually take advantage of that opportunity.  But I want to come to come you first, Wendy.

You talked about trying to persuade the Chinese to be more involved.  There's an awful lot of things on the agenda with the Chinese right at the moment and the rhetoric has been less diplomatic, perhaps, than it might otherwise have been.  Do you have some advice, do you have some thoughts about how--where this needs to sit in the priorities with China and how the Trump Administration should actually approach getting them more on board?

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Yeah.  I actually think this is the top of the priority list in the discussions with China because ultimately what happens on the Korean Peninsula can be existential for China and so let alone for South Korea and for Japan.  If there was a war I have no doubt we, working with South Korea and Japan, would win it, but it would be catastrophic.  The conventional military in North Korea is sufficient to inflict great damage let alone the fact that North Korea has nuclear weapons and given that Kim Jong-un sees nuclear weapons as key to survival, in a back against the wall situation he might actually use one.  So even if it was rough, even if it failed, it could have quite catastrophic consequences and lead ultimately even into a World War.
So one of the things that I did a few months ago, I'm a non-resident fellow at the Belfer Center at Harvard and I'm working with a group of Graduate Students.  I think probably within the month it will be ready.  And the task I gave to them was okay, here are, I think its eight things that the Chinese are worried about, what are the answers?  What are the answers?  And as my distinguished colleague said, it is very critical to think forward about what things might look like should there be a collapse of some sort so that we can think through that problem set.
Years ago, the South Koreans were more worried about a collapse than anything else.  They understood, however, that thinking that way gave North Korea leverage over the south because as long as the south was worried about a collapse there were many things they weren't going to do.  South Korea no longer has that deep anxiety about a collapse.  Not to say they want one because it does have severe consequences, but nonetheless they've begun to think through.  And I quite agree with my colleague, we need to, with the Chinese, and some of these has already started to happen in track two discussions, to think through should there be, not that we're about regime change, but should there be what would we do and how would we manage it so that we take away the leverage North Korea has and the Chinese are more willing to tighten the noose in the way that it needs to be tightened.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Thank you, Wendy.  I'm going to give the mic to Christoph now, but I know that there is a Chinese Delegation here in Brussels because I sat with them at dinner.  If they're in the room can you get my attention because I'd love to get the Chinese perspective on how do you actually engage your own--the Chinese in this.  Christoph?  Introduce yourself.
Mr. Christoph Marshall:  Yeah, Christoph Marshall from the German Daily Der Tagesspiegel.  Is it on?  Now it's on.  Christoph von Marshall from the German Daily Der Tagesspiegel.  I am afraid I have to ask a (inaudible) complacency question.  Why this sense of urgency right now?  What has changed?  And which sounds like the opposite, I thought once a country has nuclear weapons the time for regime change and all this is over.  You don’t risk to go into confrontation with a country with nuclear weapons.  Why does it seem now the opposite?

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  I think what's changed, quite frankly, is the development in missile technology and the concern that in fact within some period of time, and analysts disagree what that period of time is, but some believe within the four years of the Trump Administration that North Korea will have missile capability and will be able to marry it to a warhead to reach the continental United States.  So it becomes a threat that goes way beyond Northeast Asia.
Of course, we care about Northeast Asia first and foremost because it would be immediate and no-dong missiles have long been able to target Japan.  So I agree, it is an option that some people are looking at, Christoph, which is basically to say containment, don't push the bear, let it be.  Live with North Korea having nuclear weapons.  I don’t personally agree with that point of view, but it is a valid discussion to have.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Harlan?

Mr. Harlan Ullman:  I'm Harlan Ullman.  First, Wendy, you and your team deserve great, great credit for that agreement, I mean, it was a masterpiece and well done.  I want to put forward a hypothesis, which I believe may be used by Donald trump with two data points.  First, given the preponderance of North Korea and artillery and rockets north of the DMZ, within 15 minutes they are capable of launching enough conventional explosives equivalent to the Nagasaki Bomb.  And second, if you're really serious about taking out that capability and taking out North Korea's nuclear systems you have to consider using nuclear weapons, which cannot be guaranteed because conventional weapons won't do it.
I am led to believe that when President Trump sees President Xi, he may have, on the table, the notion of a nuclear threat to try to engage China, that if China does not cooperate we may have no other option except to use nuclear weapons.  What is your reaction to that?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Hold that thought, I'm going to get another question because we're running out of time.  There was this lady here.

Unidentified Female:  (Inaudible) from Groups Tokyo.  I love our Ambassador when he's open enough to provoke the whole room, but it's my job to provoke even more.  And the gentleman just brought up the point, we're sort of security specialists in Japan and we are starting to discuss about what kind of strike capability is desirable, is acceptable, and that should be inside the alliance framework.
So what is acceptable to the Americans?  What kinds of strike capabilities are acceptable to the Americans?  And the second question, very quickly, thinking forward, I was in Berlin when the Cold War ended.  We had Gorbachev and so we could get united Germany in NATO.  I don’t think that's attainable in Korean peninsula.  I think with Putin and Xi Jinping on the other side we need to talk about neutral Korean peninsula.  Is that acceptable?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  I'm going to take one more question and then I'm going to come back to the two of you.

Unidentified Female:  Hello, my name is Teresa (inaudible) based here and I traveled both to North and South Korea last time with Chatham House actually two or three weeks ago with the group of young experts, but in any case being Czech and thinking about, you know, our experience before 1999, you know, the communism in Eastern Europe not just because of the (inaudible), but of course because of the implosion from within.
And so another tool, which I think is sometimes quite missing, is the efforts to actually encourage North Koreans to find out more information and, you know, to actually be unhappy with their own regime and I think some of the sanctions are actually going against that approach.  So my question would be what to do about it?  And maybe if I can add a quick one, where do you see the Euro of the EU in all of this?  Okay.

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  Okay, quickly, nuclear option.  It's stupid for us to exclude any kind of option.  We need to have all the options.  I think there is the issue of proportionality and I think any government thinks twice before using nuclear options.  That's my indirect response to your question.  Strike capability?  It's up to Wendy to answer, but my sense we have no intention to change the basic division of labor of Japan U.S. Security Alliance.  They project, we defend.
So I think whatever striking capability we may have, that is going to be quite limited.  Last point is information, I mean, this, sort of, letting the North Koreans know what's going on outside, we'll try, but I think they live in a very difficult situation for many, many decades.  So I think the impact of the information flowing into North Korea is going to be quite limited so we still have to deploy any other means we have.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  So I want to actually start where my colleague ended with your question and seeing the question up here.  What has happened to the North Korean population is horrific.  There is an entire generation that is stunted in growth and intellect because of malnutrition.  If you've been to Pyongyang, and you have, you see all the monuments and the green fields and the Potemkin village of Pyongyang, but beyond Pyongyang they're just starving people.  So it is a truly horrific human rights situation.  And one of the best things that has happened in the last couple of years is the efforts around human rights in North Korea.
When the U.N. General Assembly passed a resolution against North Korean human rights it got the leaders attention because it was new and he likes to think he is the keeper of his people, so I think all of the efforts around human rights and all of the efforts to try to penetrate the wall of information that has kept out of North Korea is quite critical.  And there are many techniques and many ways to try to go through that wall, some of them are more effective than others and it is quite difficult because they have the most extraordinary control over information to the people of North Korea, but I quite agree with you, it is a very important element of any strategy going forward.
In terms of strike capability, I'm sure there will be very detailed consultations that are ongoing beyond the United States and Japan.  We have, obviously, some of the strongest defense cooperation in the world in our alliance and in our most recent agreements about defense and I'm sure that strong relationship will continue.  I quite agree that the use of nuclear weapons needs to be thought about not only once or twice, but many times.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Thank you.  We have about five minutes.  There's four more questions I'm going to desperately try and get in with one other.  There was a question here about what should the E.U. be doing so if there's somebody here who is brave enough to answer that question I think it's an important one.  So if you--

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Let me just thrown in.  I think the EU absolutely has a huge role here on sanctions.  I think closing down SWIFT was a very important thing.  I think that for those of you that don't know, SWIFT is the mechanism that really clears checks, is the quickest way to talk about it and it had not been used yet in the North Korean situation, but now is and that really is the purview of the E.U. when all is said and done.  And I think the E.U. can get much more engaged both on the human rights side, which it has done over the years and the humanitarian side, but also in tightening the sanctions and ending the financial and banking relationships that North Korea has around the world.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Masafumi, I know you want to touch on--

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  Yeah, just one supplemental fact.  I'm not trying to scare you off, but if and when North Korea develops missiles that reach continental USA, San Francisco, L.A., that means whole European continent is covered.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Absolutely.

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  I mean, you are closer to the North Korean missile site than L.A., than San Francisco period.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Agreed.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  On that cheery note, we have about five minutes if I'm, kind of, assuming my watch is a little bit fast.  I have four people I want to get in and then I want to come back to the speakers so you're going to have to help me and be really, really brief.

Mr. Marcus Freitas:  Marcus Freitas, OCP Policy Center.  I wanted to ask you just one thing.  What is the need for China?  That's what I wanted to know, your perspective, why should they help?  Thank you.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Okay, I love it.  Short.  Sweet.

Mr. Cameron:  (Inaudible) Cameron (ph) from the (inaudible) Center.  Before we bomb the hell out of North Korea, why don’t we try talking to them?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  To be fair, I think the suggestion was we talk to them at the same time as we plan to figure that one out.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Yeah, absolutely, absolutely.

Mr. Roland Freudenstein:  Yeah, Roland Freudenstein from the Martens Center here in Brussels.  Also on China, because I think really the key is in Beijing on this.  You know, when Xenia asked whether there are any Chinese ready to defend the Chinese line I thought you were wildly optimistic.  Anyway, I've also been talking to Chinese more privately and I think they really believe that we need to treat the North Koreans as equals, don't do any escalatory step, i.e., you know, missile defenses and so on, and then everything is somehow going to be okay.  Now, do they seriously believe that?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  I'm still hoping the Chinese delegation is going to stand up and give me their opinion.

Ms. Megan O'Sullivan:  Good Morning.  Megan O'Sullivan from Harvard University and a Trustee of GMF.  I'm struck that both of you said we need to throw everything we can at this problem, but both of your lists don't include regime change.  So rather than ask you why they don’t include regime change, I'm wondering if you could say what would a regime change strategy look like and how would it be different from the strategy you're proposing?

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  So four easy, small questions in I don’t know how long.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  You should go, please.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Ambassador, why don't you--

Amb. Masafumi Ishii:  Why China should cooperate?  I mean, China's the key.  I think China cooperates only when they believe that leaving North Korea as it is now costs them more than using them as buffer state.  So I think that's where we can shape the decision of China.  It's not only one stroke.  We have to do many things to convince China that (inaudible) is doing a lot of missile tests, maybe doing a nuclear test would hurt China rather than benefiting them.
So that's the only way to do it.  And talk to China, talk to (inaudible) yes, as I said, we are open to dialogue.  And what else?
Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Yeah, I'll start with the dialogue.  I absolutely believe there should be a channel for dialogue.  I think it may be most helpful if that dialogue starts out not in public view and the reason for that is I think there might be more serious conversation and less of an excavatory public arena.  And I would hope, in fact, that the Trump Administration has a secret channel in some measure with North Korea perhaps with the willingness of the Chinese to be part of that discussion.
So yes, dialogue, but don’t think we haven't tried that in the past.  There is no one of these elements that my colleague and I have discussed that has not been tried by successive administrations.  We have tried, we have tried agreements, we have tried dialogue, we have tried inducements, we have tried sanctions, we have tried military alliance, but we have never pulled all of them together in a concerted strategy all at once, not only among Northeast Asia with the United States, but with the entire international community.  And that's what I think it will take to even have a shot at getting North Korea to decide that it has to choose between regime survival and nuclear weapons, not that nuclear weapons ensure the regime survival.

To you, Megan, I think the reason not to discuss the regime survival strategy is that one, I think we have to try everything else and we haven't.  Second, it would be escalatory quite quickly.  I don't think there is an easy way to bring about regime change.  Third, that's not what the United States is generally about just as a value proposition, and fourth, I think that if we want the Chinese to be on board we have to talk about what the geopolitical map will look like for China when and if, in fact, there is a reunified Korea.
I believe the Chinese were more ready for a unified Korea before THAAD--but I believe in THAAD--than they are now. I think we have to get back to a place where they are thinking forward, and we will soon have a South Korean permanent government, which will also help matters, as well.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Thank you, Wendy.  Masa, thank you very much.  We've kind of, sort of kept to time.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Thank you, appreciate it.

Ms. Xenia Wickett:  Wendy, I know you've got to get a flight.  Thank you all for putting some ideas out on the table.  Regime change seems to be sort of off the table at the moment.  We didn't get to talk about pre-emptive strike, which I know was one of the questions, which I'm sorry about, but will you all join me in thanking two panelists for solving North Korea?  Thank you.

Amb. Wendy Sherman:  Pleasure.  Thank you.
Female Announcer:  Ladies and gentlemen, please welcome freelance reporter for the National Public Radio, Ms. Teri Schultz.

Ms. Teri Schultz:  This is intimidating.  Good morning, everyone.  As you've heard, I'm Teri Schultz, and I'm so pleased to introduce my panelists, the Deputy Vice Prime Minister of the Ukraine, Ivanna Klympush Tsintsadze.  Correct?

Hon. Ivanna Klympush Tsintsadze:  Tsintsadze.

Ms. Teri Schultz:  Tsintsadze.  She has agreed to be known as Ivanna from this moment forward.  And the Georgian Foreign Minister, Mikheil Janelidze.  I'm so pleased to have them here.  It's never been a more critical time to discuss what's going on in countries that are continuing to be menaced by Russia, and to start off, we'd like to get a feeling for how people in the room see these conflicts.  I'd like to put up my first question to have you answer.  I'm not so good with the technology, but all of you are practiced by now.
What can Georgia and Ukraine and expect in the very near future, let's say under the next four years under the Trump Administration?  More Kremlin meddling in their territory with U.S. neglect or even acquiescence, increased U.S. support, pushback by the U.S. Administration versus Moscow, possible rapprochement or resolution with Moscow on their parts, an evolution toward international acceptance of frozen conflict status regarding Crimea, Donbass, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, or no change at all under the Trump Administration?  We'd like to have your votes, and I should see the results fairly soon.  It's moving.  I'll keep talking because we only have 45 minutes until I see the results pop up, and I'm going to try to be brief in my remarks to give more time to my panelists.  There they are.  Okay.
Most people think--how do Ivanna and Mikheil feel about this, that there will simply be an acceptance, that these conflicts are not going to change, Crimea, Donbass.  That's despite, of course, international rejection of Russia's annexation of Crimea.  29.7 percent, almost a third of people think the Kremlin will continue meddling.  The U.S. will pay no attention or just let it happen.  No change, 16.2 percent, and an even number believe that the U.S. will support Georgia and Ukraine and push back against the Kremlin, that Georgia and Ukraine will find possible rapprochement or resolution with Moscow.  A minority, but we'll hear from our panelists how possible they think that is.

To begin, I was interested that this panel is called "The Next Conflict," as if these things are possibly going to happen in the future and only anybody who is not paying attention could think that there are not conflicts right now.  Who doesn't know about Donbass?  Do you think that's not an open conflict?  I listen regularly to the OSCE, who has said recently right here in Brussels that fighting has actually increased, that it's at a crisis point, that Minsk I, Minsk II are cease-fires in name only.  The monitors themselves are being attacked regularly.
In Georgia, of course, there was an open war in 2008, and since then 20 percent of Georgian territory has been occupied by Russia.  We don't talk about it.  I work for Western media.  We don't talk about it enough.  In fact, how many people know that President Trump's counterpart in Moscow has already built a fence there?  Do people know there's a fence in Georgia separating Georgian territory from Georgian territory?  How many know that?  A good handful here.  Did you--did you get a bill for the razor wire?  No?

Mr. Mikheil Janelidze:  We are paying for it with occupation vouchers.

Ms. Teri Schultz:  Occupation vouchers.  There is literally a razor-wire fence in Georgia, in territory that is not recognized as Russian territory by anyone by Moscow.  There are very much open conflicts now.  It's not the next conflict.  It's the now conflict.
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