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DWG:  -- and we can have a more extensive conversation and come by the end hopefully to understand not only all the troubling issues you deal with, but some of your thoughts about them in a clear way.
I’ll ask the first question and then people will make sign language at me and I will recognize them.
I’d like to start if I may by asking you about the trip you’ve just been on to Vietnam, Indonesia and Australia.  You didn’t travel to another country that I’m going to ask you about, but I suspect it came up in conversation, and that’s China.

I wonder as you traveled what about the current expansion of military deployments and activities and capabilities that we’re seeing from China most concerns the neighbors you spoke to, and what was the American message to these neighbors of China about the Chinese intelligence expansion?

U/S Thompson:  Thanks, David.  

I’m first I’m going to take a couple minutes and say thank you for coming in on a Friday, still technically summer, and joining me.  It might be useful just to take 30 seconds to describe my portfolio.  I’m sure many of you are familiar, but for some that are not, it might provide more context.
So Under Secretary is, the State Department is the T family.  It’s not because of my last name.  It was T before and it will be T after.  But the three bureaus I over see is AVC, Arms Control, Verification and Compliance; ISN which is International Security in the Nonproliferation; and then PM, which is Political Military affairs.  Three very robust bureaus in the department, three very busy bureaus in the department, and we’ll talk a little bit more about that.

But to address the question, it was a phenomenal trip to the Indo-Pacific.  I’d been to Indonesia before.  I was there last year with the Vice President.  Had not been to Vietnam before.  And had been to Australia before.  But my first trip as Under Secretary in all three stops.  Just a great opportunity hearing how they receive the Indo-Pacific Strategy, how they were interpreting the Indo-Pacific Strategy.  The recent announcement from the Secretary with investment in the region as we roll out the Indo-Pacific Strategy, and visits by key leaders.  Secretary Mattis had been there recently.  The President was there last year.  The Vice President.  And Secretary Pompeo had been there just recently with the Afghan Ministerial.
So to give the feedback, all three very appreciative of our contributions to the region.  Allies and partners, an exciting time.  They did address China.  Different angles, depending on the country.  

In Australia we talked more so about the economic footprint.  

In Vietnam we talked, quite candidly, more about the U.S. and our contributions as, whether our military sales, our partnership, our exercises, Vietnam had participated in RIMPAC which is the largest maritime exercise in the world.  One of the first times for them.  We talked a lot about their new equipment.  The Coast Guard cutter that we got under [FMS], training on that Coast Guard cutter, so a very exciting, vibrant time for the Vietnamese national security space. 
And in Indonesia, great meetings there also.  An opportunity to sit down with the Foreign Minister.

So interestingly enough, they did raise China, but it was not a predominant topic of the conversation.  We did talk quite a bit about DPRK and some maritime activities associated with China, but it was seen not in the negative sense.  More of the okay, we need to coexist, but what are we doing in partnership for the maritime security so it is a free and open Indo-Pacific, so we can continue trade, so we can continue unobstructed through that region and how can we partner more closely with the U.S., both economically and militarily to ensure that that relationship holds.  So a really positive step.

DWG:  Were there foreign military sales discussed, and anything decided or announced or offered?
U/S Thompson:  We discussed it in all three stops.  I wouldn’t want to get into specifics, but it seems, the latest reports on the uptick of sales was our new, and we’ll probably talk more about it this morning the CAT policy, Conventional Arms Transfer policy, and how the efficiencies of that, maybe save that for another question, but the efficiencies and how they can, more transparency in it and giving feedback and so it was raised in all three.  

In Australia, had an opportunity to get down to Adelaide which I’d not been before.  A huge defense base, and partnerships with their shipbuilding and subs and other equipment.  A major defense opportunity for the y.  That was Raytheon, Lockheed, among others there in Australia.  So they raised it about what more could they get.  Again, the compatibility issues.

DWG:  Dmitry.

DWG:  Good morning, Madame Secretary.  Thank you very much for doing this.

I wanted to ask you right away about U.S.-Russian relations, and especially those aspects that fall under your portfolio.  What exactly is going on with the bilateral strategic stability dialogue?  It looks like there is either disagreement between Pentagon and State or something on this sort.  [John Ruz], your counterpart, when he was speaking at the Aspen Institute Forum a month or so ago, he kind of gave an impression that the Pentagon was evolving [an ideal], having these talks as soon as possible. And the Russian, essentially your counterpart, Sergei [Yako] is saying the same thing again and again and again.  And yet there is no new date, there is no new round of talks.  So what about it?

U/S Thompson:  Great question.

Helsinki and the President engagement with President Putin, so we don’t have sort of the strategic stability talks have a date, but it’s not for lack of engagement.  The President, obviously, has been very engaged.  I’ve been engaged.  The Secretary’s been engaged.  Had multiple calls and discussions with Lavrov.  And NSA Bolton just had a meeting with his counterpart.

So those are topics of conversation.  But it’s about frequency and when is the right time to have them.  We wanted to ensure that the National Security counterparts had their engagement.  Having had the strategic stability talks beforehand it may have not been the best timing, so it’s been sequencing.

So we had the July engagement, have Ambassador Bolton with his counterpart in August.  We’ll have some opportunities perhaps at UNGA.  But we are having those discussions on when is the right time to have the strategic stability talks.

We’ve had an INF experts meeting.  We’re having Open Skies engagement this week, this weekend.  

So there are other venues that may not get kind of the high viz of the press, but we’re having engagement with Russian counterparts.  Obviously  Ambassador Huntsman incredibly engaged.  The Ambassador incredibly active.  He was back in DC for Senator McCain’s funeral.  I had an opportunity to sit down with Ambassador Huntsman as well.  So there are multiple layers of engagement with our Russian counterparts, and I’m very confident if we needed to send and receive messages and information there are clear lines to our counterparts.
DWG:  So it’s not a case of strategic stability talks being dead.

U/S Thompson:  No.

DWG:  Just wait for the right time, is that it?

U/S Thompson:  Yes.  

DWG:  Thank you.

DWG:  Carlo, Washington Times.

DWG:  [Inaudible].  I wanted to sort of piggyback on the question regarding the strategic talks but more with specific weapons.  The S400.

There’s been some concern and criticism that Russia is actually pushing this weapon as a way to sort of undermine, destabilize, [inaudible] some of the high [program] [inaudible] with certain countries where it would be difficult for Washington to push back [inaudible], Turkey, India, so forth.

I was wondering, does that kind of jive with what you’re seeing in how the Russians are pushing these weapons?  And [inaudible] to kind of push back?
U/S Thompson:  With the equipment, I tell folks I’ve have experience, 28 years in uniform.  Now that we’re selling the equipment and working the foreign military sales, the past 28 years I’ve used that equipment and I told all three of my counterparts on this last trip, I know it’s the best equipment in the world.  I’ve used our equipment in Iraq, I’ve used our equipment in Afghanistan, I’ve used our equipment in Bosnia, Central America, in peace time throughout Europe and I know it’s the best equipment in the world. 

So Russia can push their S400.  We’ll continue with our very robust relationship with our industry counterparts to tell folks, if you want the best equipment in the world you buy American military equipment.  They’ll continue to push the S400.  It’s a cheaper system, so for some of these countries it’s an alternative.  But we’ll continue to lay out opportunities for these countries.

Again, you raised with Turkey and with India, active engagement with their leadership.  A week doesn’t go by that the Secretaries aren’t having discussions with their counterparts on, again, why, particularly with NATO compliant equipment and your compatibility issues.  And folks will get it.  Our equipment is better equipment.  We’ll just continue to hone that message and work with our partners.

Yesterday the 2+2 with India, discussions on that.  And quite candidly, with [inaudible] we had the dialogue in Vietnam.  You realize that many of these countries have historical relationships with Russia and Russian equipment.  And we’re just looking for them to wean themselves off of that as they look towards more modern American equipment.
DWG:  [Inaudible], in terms of this notion that Russia is pushing these weapons to sort of undermine some of the relationships in NATO or other close bilateral ties.  Is that something you see happening?  That they’re using [inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  I’d say it’s multiple tools at their disposal.  Again, I’m confident in our system.  They can push the S400 but at the end of the day I think our partners and allies will recognize what the better system is.

DWG:  One of the issues as you alluded to is cost.  Some [inaudible] possibility of financing that would help allies meet the otherwise cost constraints [inaudible].  Is there a formal mechanism for that at this point?  Is that something that still needs developed?

U/S Thompson:  It’s something that we’re looking at.  And in tandem with that, it might be a great opportunity to address the [HAT] policy and what that’s brought both at home and abroad.  I’m very proud of the administration and all the work that went in, not only internally with the interagency piece,  but externally with partners and allies and industry.
There was a lot of communication out and communication back, feedback mechanisms from industry and from partners on what’s working and what’s not working.  What needs to be in our system to get you that equipment at a better timeliness, feedback on it, and we got a lot of feedback from partners on transparency, like where are you in the process?  What do you need for us from the licensing and financing?  So we’ve worked through that very hard in the interagency piece.  And we’re seeing now some of those first steps being taken.

Again, an example, in the past, just a leadership call, but in the past our foreign military sales [talks] were held up at the Secretary’s level and Secretary Pompeo, we brought it forward and said this can be done at my level.  This doesn’t need to be in your in-box, boss.  He looked at it and said that’s absolutely right.  Take that down to your level.  That has taken months in some cases off the cycle to get equipment out to partners and allies.

That’s just one small anecdote, and many different pieces that are being done.  So the short answer is yeah, there are really innovative things being worked on that.

DWG:  Is there a time line on [inaudible] more information on the [inaudible] plans for [inaudible]?  [Inaudible] fact sheets and [inaudible].
U/S Thompson:  Right now there’s no plan that I know of to kind a wider release.  The folks that are involved with it, again, both at home and abroad, know what those steps are.  But again, as I emphasized.  It’s not a one and done.  It’s a continuous cycle.  So there may be things that we implement and get feedback and go, you know, we thought that was a great deal.  It didn’t work.  Or reinforce other things.  So that’s an important part of the policy is it’s not a 60 day, a one year or, if worked correctly it will be a feedback mechanism so we can change and refine it.

DWG:  Ashley and then Aaron. 

DWG:  I wanted to follow up a bit on the FMS sales.  Some leaders within [inaudible] have been talking about trying to get their international partners on at the beginning for the development, S&T process to help maybe speed it up, develop requirements et cetera.  Have you heard anything from the international partners on the trip, their thoughts on this?  Key piece of equipment, technology, [inaudible] in that?  Possibly for Russia [inaudible]?
U/S Thompson:  That’s a great point.  We have heard that.  Looking at how do we integrate that.  Again, it’s always been a challenge even on the U.S. side, again in a previous life.  If you don’t set those parameters up front on what you want and clearly define it, that’s how you get, it’s almost like [Franensteinian] equipment.  You keep adding on all these things until now a five-year plan is now a ten-year plan.  So if you can set your requirements early, it really helps refine that process.  So how do we integrate lessons learned and best practices in some of our partners and allies.  Our [5-I] partners for example. 
So we did, predominantly, I keep on the trip.  In Australia, when we were down in Adelaide talking through some of the things, again, with U.S. industry there as well.  So it’s definitely part of the process.

DWG:  Were there any key programs or areas that they were really interested in?

U/S Thompson:  WE didn’t talk specific pieces of equipment.  It’s probably no surprise, Australia is interested in maritime security, ISR, but we didn’t talk specific pieces of equipment.
DWG:  Aaron.

DWG:  I wanted to ask about FMS, as you mentioned a little bit earlier, if there was a push at the beginning of the administration to take FMS and move it into a loan instead of the way it’s traditionally worked.  There was some criticism of people that essentially killed that off.
Is there going to be an attempt to continue to turn that into a loan process?  And do you have any thoughts on whether that’s the way to go forward?  Or given your experience, is that going to potentially, as some have said, turn off allies [inaudible] process?

U/S Thompson:  There hasn’t been any talk of it of late.  Again, that’s not to say it won’t continue to evolve, but we haven’t had any discussions with that. 

It may come, you never want, I tell folks, my intel background, I don’t know the predictability of it.  So it may get raised as an issue, but it hasn’t yet.

DWG:  Is that something that, again, given your experience, you think that would make sense?

U/S Thompson:  It’s too soon to tell, because of so many different factors.  We need to see what it looks like.  Like what country, what equipment, what is the timing of it, how to finance.  I’d need more information on it to really be able to assess it.
DWG:  On Vietnam, since you were there, the cutters that you mentioned were the first U.S. weapon sales since the war. It was pitched at the time, this could be the start of something, we’ll have to see how it goes.  In your mind, how has that gone?  And should we expect in the next couple of years the U.S. to sell more equipment to Vietnam?
U/S Thompson:  I can say that the Vietnamese are very appreciative of that, very proud of it.  Very proud for their navy, the crew.  And it’s already out being used.  It’s out being exercised.  As an indicator, I don’t know if they’ve announced it, but we talked about the number of the ship, and I don’t remember off the top of my head, but they already have another number.  They don’t have a second ship, but they already have the name of the second ship.  So I think that’s an indicator of how excited they are about having --

DWG:  But is that going to be the start of a new relationship with the U.S. selling more equipment to Vietnam?

U/S Thompson:  I wouldn’t say a new relationship, there already is a relationship.  So I would say just to reinforce an already positive relationship.

DWG:  Sandra?

DWG:  Sandra Irwin, Space News.

Next week there’s going to be a UN conference on space policy and the State Department will be participating.  So I was curious what thoughts you have on the militarization of space and whether you think the U.S. will be willing to get into some sort of international agreement.  A lot of people say the U.S. doesn’t want to negotiate with China, Russia on space issues.  But what do you see happening?  Any chance for any future compromises?

U/S Thompson:  Space, a couple of areas within my portfolio that I think there’s a great opportunity as we talk kind of the foundation of the T family and the future T family.  One of it is space.  The other is cyber.
Historically our team, and still, the foundation of what we do, it’s nonproliferation, it’s the arms control treaties, the [PMs], working with OPTW and chemical weapons.  But what do we need to do from the team and leadership piece to posture us for what does space policy look like four or five years from now?  Twenty years from now?  And cyber, what’s, responsible nation states.  What are cyber norms?  Who do I need to bring on my team now to help shape that?  

Space is one of those areas that is moving very quickly, and policy is trying to keep up.  The Space Council has been active in having those discussions.  I was able to sit on the last Space Council for the State Department as we talked about what’s the way ahead?  What’s it look like for arms control and treaties and norms in space? 

So it’s a discussion that we’re having.  It’s very important.  I look forward to hearing the results up at the UN, to get all the key players involved.  We know it’s here.  It’s not if, it’s when.
DWG:  Do you think there has to be some treaty at some point before the arms race becomes too accelerated maybe?

U/S Thompson:  I think we need to have the discussion on what’s the norm of a responsible nation state?  What does that look like in space?  Responsible nation states and the behavior of that, and what does that look like?  Those discussions are starting now.  I think that’s going to get traction and pick up pretty significantly in the years ahead.

DWG:  Dan and then Kingston. 

DWG:  I wanted to ask you about North Korea.  What concrete things is the U.S. offering North Korea to [drop] its nuclear weapons?  Are we, we want a security guarantee, so are we willing to give them any [inaudible] on how the U.S. operates in the area, [inaudible], in the air, at sea, on land for a peace declaration?  Are we willing to give them anything -- what can you tell us about what the U.S. [inaudible]?
U/S Thompson:  I think the Secretary’s been very transparent in his engagements and discussions.  He means what he says.  What we want to offer is a future of a denuclearized peninsula.   What we want to offer is the economic livelihood of a North Korea that can interact with the global neighbors.  He recognized that.  The discussions occurred.  Kim, the denuclearization.  So we need to make those steps.

It’s a challenging problem set. It’s not a 60-day or six-month problem set.  And I know the Secretary, every day we wake up and say who’s got that.  The Secretary and I are focused within the State Department and the interagency, but this is one of those, this is, I’m very passionate about this.  We’ve had folks here in the T family that has been working with North Korea long before I was in the Army.  And they’re still in our ranks.  We’ve got so many experts within our ranks that have seen this before.  You learn from your mistakes.  So we’re learning from our mistakes.
DWG:  But what are the baby steps to get to that?   So yes, the U.S. will lift all sanctions when we get the nuclear [inaudible].  Between now and then, what are the little things the U.S. is willing to do?  Anything?

U/S Thompson:  I think the little steps, one, we wouldn’t project them.  And two, it depends on North Korea’s forthcoming to do what they say they’re going to do.  So we’re not going to give anything until North Korea does what it says --

DWG:  So no security guarantees?

U/S Thompson:  I wouldn’t want to project what we’re thinking.

DWG:  No peace declaration?

U/S Thompson:  Again, I wouldn’t want to project what the Secretary is or is not, or the President is or is not, going to have in discussions.

DWG:  Could you finish that sentence?  You said we’re not going to give anything until North Korea -- 

U/S Thompson:  Fulfills their obligations that they committed to in Singapore.

DWG:  Kingston?

DWG:  Kingston Reece with Arms Control Today.  Thanks for being here.

I wanted to ask a question about the future of the New START Treaty.  The treaty expires in February 2021.  There remains an option for a five-year extension subject to the agreement of both the United States and Russia. 
Both in the lead-up to and the aftermath of Helsinki, Russian President Putin expressed Russian interest, a willingness in conversations with the United States on extension of the agreement.  For the Trump administration part, there’s apparently a review going on assessing the pros and cons of an extension.  National Security Advisor Bolton said in Geneva in late August that review is in its very, very early stages and that the administration is looking at different types of options.  

So the first question is, if you can provide us an update on the status of that review and the time line for completion.

And the second question, in your personal view, what would be the implications, the consequences, if there are no [state] exchange, reciprocal inspections or verifiable limits on U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear forces which would be the case for New START [inaudible].
U/S Thompson:  Great questions.  New START is working.  We make our benchmarks and our limits, as does Russia.  We are having an interagency review with a myriad of various treaties.  That is one of them.  So we’re having those discussions in the interagency now.

We have time.  It doesn’t expire any time soon, and quite candidly, if we choose to renew it, it doesn’t take months and months to renew the treaty.  So we have time.  We don’t need to rush to make a decision. We’ve got the experts in the room having those discussions.  What are the advantages and disadvantages of extending?  So those discussions are being had with the right people.

DWG:  Eric?

DWG:  Two things.  A two-part question, please. 

Can you talk a little bit more about unexploded ordnance and what you saw in Vietnam and where else in the world your office is going to be pursuing initiatives, be it Yemen or other places?

And the second part, how is your office pushing back on Iran?  Iran’s maligned influence in the region.  There were some recent reports that Iran might be shipping some kind of ballistic missiles into Iraq.  Talk about that.

U/S Thompson:  Sure.  My experience in Vietnam, again, as I told the two village elders there, that it left an imprint on my heart.  Again, as an old soldier and as a current diplomat.  The amazing work that’s being done in villages across Vietnam under a U.S. program, working with NGO partners.  We flew into Hue and drove two hours out into the countryside in Quang Tri Province to see some of the work that was being done.  Being done with partners, and just the amazingly, intelligent brave, passionate NGOs that have committed their lives to this, with local villagers.  And training young people, now employed in this village, to clear the region of unexploded ordnance.  Predominantly cluster munitions, cluster bombs.  Some hand grenades, but predominantly cluster munitions.

So we went out, actually out in where they had cleared.  Watched them do the work.  So very professionally done.  Able to [eat lunch] with the staff.  This is the first year since the war that they’ve had no one killed in that area due to unexploded ordnance.  The first year since the war.
And looking very, at the plan, to clear through the rest of the country so Vietnam will be cleared to be able to, as I tell folks, to the villages, their children can go out and play anywhere and not have to worry about the unexploded ordnance.

It’s a global program, and this is one of the programs as a taxpayer I didn’t know about it.  Candidly, I didn’t know about it until I came to the State Department and told them we need to tell a better story.  This is really great work that’s being done but folks don’t know about it, so we need to tell that story.

Statistics, 46 locations?  Do you remember?  

Voice:  That’s right.  And convention weapons [destruction] programs.

U/S Thompson:  That might be off.  I don’t know why 46 pops in, but it’s a little over 40 areas where we’re doing it worldwide, and I’m looking forward to getting out and seeing the other programs in Syria and Iraq.  In fact there was a good blog yesterday about the program in Iraq.
DWG:  And in Iran?

U/S Thompson:  In Iran, we’re working, the program is predominantly the nonproliferation piece and with our nuclear piece.  Now through Brian Hook, as you know, is part of our Iran group.  So it is a very robust effort throughout the State Department.  I’m just one small piece of that.  Brian has the lead for our engagement with that.  Again, with partners and allies.  But the team is --

DWG:  Do you see evidence that Iran is shipping ballistic missiles into Iraq?

U/S Thompson:  I wouldn’t want to comment on that.

DWG:  Would you steer us away from the reports?

U/S Thompson:  I wouldn’t want to comment on any reports.

DWG:  Top Media.
DWG:  Good morning.  I have two follow-ups to previous questions.
One is regarding sales of the S400s.  How does that complicate U.S. future weapon sales to those nations?  We’ve heard that, for example, in Turkey there’s concern about it being integrated into the NATO system.  That’s the first one.
The second one is a follow-up to North Korea, as was discussed earlier.  I understand you don’t want to project the steps, and I’m not asking you to do that.  What I am asking is have you all developed plans, in other words, we’re going to go forward this way or this way or that way.  Even if it’s just that you wake up to who’s doing this today type of thing.  I don’t believe that, I think that it’s more organized than that.  So if you can steer us to that.

U/S Thompson:  I think you misconstrued my quote.  Not the who’s running it today.  He wakes up and says this is mine.  No, we as a team that wakes up and goes this is mine.

DWG:  So there are plans in the head, this is what we’re going to do.  We’re waiting for them to do this.  If they do this -- those plans are established already?

U/S Thompson:  Absolutely.

DWG:  Okay.  And then the other one was on the S400s.

U/S Thompson:  Yeah, on the S400, we’ve had the discussions with our partners and allies that are in discussions with Russia on the S400 and what that means to them and what that means to the alliance.

DWG:  Now I misspoke.  If a country like Turkey or India purchases the S400s, how does that complicate future purchases of the U.S. weapons?

U/S Thompson:  It will add another dynamic to the already existing discussions.  We’ve had those discussions.  The Secretary had discussions yesterday with India.  We’re having those discussions with Turkey on how it, again, it is not compatible into the NATO system, and we’ll continue to work through that.  Again, we’re engaged in that dialogue.  Those examples.  Not only from the State Department side but with the military side as well.

DWG:  Are there any other systems besides the S400 that are equally problematic?

U/S Thompson:  That’s the one that we’re the most concerned about.

DWG:  Justin, and then Jillian.

DWG:  Thank you.  I wanted to ask you about the export policies of the administration.  UAS export policy.  It was rolled out alongside the new CAT policy and they said it would open sales of UAS to perhaps other countries where the U.S. hasn’t been able to sell before.  But the Missile Technology Control Regime is still in play here, and I’m wondering what are the ways that we’re able to kind of open up sales to other countries while still taking those steps, those restrictions.

U/S Thompson:  The MTCR and the U.S. policy, we’ll have meetings later this year in November, if I’m not mistaken, to have those discussions.  But we’ve seen it with our competitors.  If we’re not in the region, and if we’re not there with our U.S. equipment, there are other countries that will fill that gap.  We’ve seen it.  We’re very active in engagement, again, with industry and we want to help U.S. industry lean forward.  What’s the way we can best posture them for success.  So again, we have U.S. equipment.  

So we’ve had those discussions, we’ve done a policy review, and we’re working through them to see again, what steps need to be taken.

I’m confident, again, with transparency and our conversations with our partners and allies which is an important piece as well, and we’ve had those discussions and we’ll continue to have those discussions up and through the engagement later this year for policy.
DWG:  Is that, the MTCR, an area of [tension]?  Are there specific areas, regions, countries that you want to sell to, sell American UAS to?  And conversely, are there areas where perhaps the Russians or Chinese or other are selling there, but it’s not quite [inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  There’s no one I really want to sell here and I don’t want to sell there.  I want to say it depends.  It depends as part of our diplomatic strategy.  It depends as part of our relationships with the U.S., where they are in that spectrum.  And there are going to be countries that we want to sell to.  There are some that we may in the future want to sell to, have those discussions.  There are some that perhaps we’d never sell to.  But again, it’s another tool in the tool box.  You’re not going to provide it to everyone, but you have those discussions on who, again, responsible nation states and you have this equipment.  So that’s one of the many interesting parts of the engagement with industry and DoD on what that looks like.
DWG:  Jillian?

DWG:  I was wondering, back in August the State Department raised concerns about a Russian satellite behaving abnormally and implied that it could be a space weapon.  Any updates on that satellite and other concerns about Russia in space?
And then I was also wondering about the Nuclear Posture Review, discussing the development of low yield nukes.  What are your thoughts on the weapons, and would that require the U.S. to withdraw from some treaties?

U/S Thompson:  On the space piece, we did rate that, Assistant Secretary Poblete and team raised that in a forum, again, evidence-based on that activity.  I wouldn’t want to give subsequent, I mean we did a lot of work to get that tear line, did a lot of work to get that information to a level we could share that publicly.  But yeah, we’re concerned not only with Russia but with other countries on what they’re using, back to the space question, what’s a responsible nation state, responsible actions.  So we’ll continue to work not only with our own defense network and intel capacity capabilities, but with partners who do that as well.  That’s always an item of interest.
Sorry, the second question?

DWG:  Low yield nukes.  What are your thoughts on the weapons, and would that require the U.S. to review treaties?

U/S Thompson:  With [NPR], again, I don’t want to defer over to DoD, but what Secretary Mattis, he’s been very clear when we did the roll-out of the policy on what it means and what it doesn’t mean, and evolution and maintenance of systems or the modernization of systems, but not raising the cap of the numbers of systems.  That’s an important piece to remember.  You can modernize systems without increasing the number of your systems.

DWG:  So you think that there would not need to be treaty adjustments or a withdrawal from treaties?

U/S Thompson:  Again, it depends.  It depends on what the system is and where we are with the partners in the treaty.
DWG:  Jeff?

DWG:  Thank you very much for doing this.  

You were talking a little bit about the S400s and the discussions going on with some countries that are looking at that.  How are the perceptions of the President’s leadership in the political environment in the U.S. impacting that?  Are some countries concerned about making deals with the U.S.?  Are they concerned about stability in any way?  So how is that playing into that?

A second question, I’m wondering if you can talk a little bit more about cyber, especially as military officials have been saying that more and more what they worry about isn’t like a cyber Pearl Harbor, but more of cyber being used with traditional means of attack to attack the U.S. or its satellites.

DWG:  So on the military sales, the fact that every country that I’ve visited has asked for more should be an indicator.  And then our numbers.  You know, June and July of this year we already had more sales than we did all of last FY.  So we’ll exceed last year’s sales pretty significantly.  I think that’s a telling indicator of partners and allies and what they think of our U.S. equipment.  

I would anticipate, I’m an optimist and a realist, that next year’s going to be higher than this year’s numbers.  The CAT policy will be in place and we’ll have attained those efficiencies and the feedback from industry and partners, so I’d anticipate that that would increase sales.
On cyber, again to go back to the previous statement on building the team, again, [we state] there’s one to two areas, and emerging technologies, artificial intelligence, hypersonics, advanced manufacturing, 3D printing, these are all areas that are here now, that will continue to I think to increase on the access to those systems, and we need to get the policy folks and the experts on board now to what that looks like.  And cyber is one of those, and we’ve done great work with that.  We’ve done great work in partnership with DoD.  We’ve done great partnership, candidly, with again partners and allies on information sharing and access to information.  Cyber doesn’t know a boundary.  If it’s affecting us, it’s probably affecting the Brits or the French or the Germans or the Australians, for example.  So we’re doing I think a much better job on information sharing.  Again, it works out well on the military side, and I’ve seen now from the policy side, when we sit down with counterparts there’s so much information that we can help resolve together.  I think that’s an incredibly important part on making sure that everyone that has the need to know, that needs that within the cyber realm, has that information.  And in many cases, it’s some of our partners and allies.
DWG:  Two questions.  One, have you seen any increased weapons activity in North Korea since the Singapore talks or any sort of indication that they might restart something or continue [inaudible]?
Secondly, what are your priorities in the job?  What do you hope to accomplish during your term?

U/S Thompson:  Good questions.

So DPRK, I would refer you to the open source reports.  I wouldn’t want to add anything to that from the intel community.  What you’ve seen in open source is, take it for what it is.

Priorities as Under Secretary, I recognize that I don’t have ten years to implement the things that I want to for the T family.  So a couple of things off the bat.

I tell every team member that I meet with every day, and I go on walk-abouts.  Try to do a walk-about every day.  If there’s a free hour in the day I’m down in somebody’s, one of the team’s sections or offices doing, call it T at the Table.  T at the Table once or twice a week where I come down, have an hour.  Try to do it between 20 and 25 folks within the family and get feedback on how things are working.  But I tell them every day you should wake up and go what’s my legacy?  What’s my legacy going to be here?  Whether it’s a GS-9 that just entered or a new Foreign Service Officer.  What’s your legacy going to be in your time within the T family?  I think that’s important that we set that out early in your time and tell folks.  I want to take the first 90 days, if I can be that guy that walks in and three weeks later starts making changes.  So we’ve seen some things kind of organizationally, but I alluded to a little bit earlier on the leadership piece.  What do I need to be doing now to bring in, so 15 years from now when someone’s in my seat and is talking space they can go wow, we have this whole team.  We have 20 people within working space policy.  What is it with cyber?  What do we need to be recruiting for now?  My engagement in industry, in universities and academia, in think tanks to bring on the folks now.  

And messaging, and this is an important part.  And thank you for the opportunity.  I told folks, again, as a taxpayer I didn’t know much of what the T family did at the State Department, and I said it’s important that people know what you do.  One, because it can reinforce those activities and it brings people into the fold.
So messaging, getting out, sharing the story.  Again, building the bench.  So two, four, six years from now when I leave there are things in place that we can continue that will be applicable.  And again, the very important with the administration, the CAT policy, and as we continue to refine that.  That will take some time.  Within ABC, it is assessing the treaties and where we stand.  Our relationship with partners and allies.  And with ISN, I think I’ll probably be working on [inaudible] most of my time here.  So with ISN, the nonproliferation piece, just working that [through my bureau] and then policy -- 

DWG:  I’m going to risk looking really dumb.  What is CAT policy?

U/S Thompson:  Conventional Arms Transfer policy.  We’re working through on whether it’s the military sales, you know, so that policy.  And it got rolled out earlier this summer.

DWG:  When Ambassador Bolton looks back at his time in the position that you now have, he speaks of Libya as being his biggest achievement.  Would you rate in terms of the countries which ones you’re aiming to knock something out?

U/S Thompson:  I don’t have a favorite.  I love them all equally.  [Laughter].  

DWG:  I had to try.

U/S Thompson:  Very candidly, my priorities are the Secretary’s priorities and the President’s priorities.  And the Secretary’s been great about setting the priorities, and we talked a little bit on my way in.  You know, he talks about the swagger in the State Department, and you can see it.  When I talk to the team, you get that feedback.  It’s different.  There’s an energy.  You can feel it in the team, feel it in the hallways.  So he sets the priorities, he helps set the priorities for me, and quite candidly, the globe, the world helps set the priorities for me.  So there are going to be some things that I’m going to be working on next year that I haven’t even anticipated yet.

DWG:  Can you talk a little bit more about this swagger.  That certainly wasn’t a word associated with Tillerson.  What does it mean, that you see it and feel it in your staff meetings day to day?  Is it giving you more license to lean forward and --
U/S Thompson:  General leadership -- 

DWG:  -- forgiveness, not permission kind of attitude?

U/S Thompson:  I think it’s the confidence, the trust in your team.  And this isn’t a lick on Secretary Tillerson.  Secretary Tillerson at one point asked the Vice President if I’d come over and meet with the Secretary.  A different leadership style.  And that’s what I told the team.  Twenty-eight years in the Army, every two years you have a new boss, or sometimes every year you have a new boss.  You adapt.  You adapt to your boss’ leadership style.  Not a right or wrong, just a different leadership style, and this is Secretary Pompeo’s leadership style.  Trust your team.  Get the team on the field.  Empower your leaders.  Set your priorities, give the left and right limit, and have your professionals in your team go do what they’re there to do.

When you talk to the folks, everyone’s passionate, everyone’s professional.  Folks are serving their country for a reason.  So unleash that greatness.  And reinforce the messaging.  He’s done that in his travels.  When he’s in India, he’s meeting also with the country team there.
Again, maybe just a renewal of kind of that energy and that passion that was always there, and just kind of tapping into that.

DWG:  I’m going to go to people who asked for a second-round question and the first one was [Inaudible].

DWG:  I just want to do a couple of quick run-throughs on things you’ve talked about to make sure we got things correct here.

You said that Russia is talking to Vietnam about the S400?  Is that correct?

U/S Thompson:  Not Vietnam.  We’ve got India, we’ve got Turkey, we’ve got others, but --

DWG:  I’m glad I checked that.

The [ECR], there’s talk about the U.S. pushing guidelines [inaudible] as opposed to [inaudible].  That would be [inaudible].  Is that the angle that we should expect push in November?
U/S Thompson:  There are a couple of things that we’ll push in November.  I look forward to it.  Like they’re already in discussions now with partners and allies.  

DWG:  [Inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  I wouldn’t want to -- we’re in discussions with the folks.  And all positive thus far.

DWG:  You mentioned in talking about space and cyber as an area maybe a treaty needs to be looked at.  In your mind, what would a cyber norm treaty look like?  What’s the, are there certain big picture guidelines?  With the caveat that any treaty involves everyone giving input, but --

U/S Thompson:  I don’t know if it needs to be a treaty.  Again, it may be in international fora where it’s, is it through [inaudible].  It may be NATO discussions.  Is it in UN discussions?  I don’t think it needs to be a treaty.  But it needs to have that, again, acceptable rules and norms.  And we have those discussions on what does that look like.  If you’re a responsible nation state, what does that look like?  And if you want to be part of that global order, these are the things that we expect from you.  Not necessarily a treaty, but at least have those discussions.
DWG:  And information sharing is a big problem.  You talk to people in NATO and they say on cyber stuff we don’t even sometimes get the information we need from allies.  So could there be some sort of agreement, envision a way forward where you help with that information sharing process?
U/S Thompson:  I do, yes.  Like I said, I think everyone recognizes it needs to be done.  It’s just what’s the method to get it done.  I think everyone recognizes that, you know, we [see it] internally between public/private partnership, between companies and defense.  We’re not alone.  We’re not the only ones that are going through kind of that struggle with new technology.

DWG:  One question and one follow-up.
The question I have is [inaudible] Southeast Asia.  Given the focus of the Defense Department [inaudible] adversaries, [inaudible].  There seems to be still some push towards counterterrorism in that particular part of the world.  Were there any requests for [inaudible] or assets that [inaudible] sort of [inaudible] on counterterrorism?
And the second follow-up I had was with Justin’s question.  You mentioned the reliable nation state, actors [inaudible] transfers or purchases.  Would you consider Saudi Arabia to fall under that rubric?

U/S Thompson:  On the first one, we didn’t talk specific systems with that.  We did talk counterterrorism and some success stories.  And again, the partnership that we have in that area, both in training and in execution.  So strong partnership, and we continue to build upon that, but we didn’t talk specific systems.  I wouldn’t want to address specific [inaudible] with the countries on what they need and what they don’t need.
DWG:  Ashley?

DWG:  Shifting to a different part of the world.  With Nicaragua, the situation is not getting better right now.  My understanding was the State Department and DoD have stopped training the military and the police.  The equipment that was supposed to be going there is sort of going to the embassy within the U.S.  Has the situation changed since then?  And what would need to change to start handing over the equipment again to the Nicaraguan government?

U/S Thompson:  It’s an incredibly unfortunate situation that’s going on there, but I would have to defer to our Western Hem folks on specifics in Nicaragua.  I’ve been there, but I was a first lieutenant, so -- [Laughter].  

DWG:  I wanted to follow up on the question about the S400.  You said India, Turkey and others.  Others is one of those words that I get very nervous about because anyone could characterize it.  So I’d be grateful if you could sort of say how many others or give a better framework on that, please.

U/S Thompson:  For folks that are engaging with Russia for the S400 I’d defer to those countries and Russia.
DWG:  You did say others.  That would indicate to me --

U/S Thompson:  More than, no I mean there are other countries probably, I would assume, are in dialogue with Russia, but I wouldn’t want to name names.

DWG:  Dimitry, can you help me with that?  [Laughter].  

DWG:  Off the top of my head I remember only China and Saudi Arabia probably, but I’m not sure about that.  Very preliminary.

U/S Thompson:  Great partnerships.  [Laughter].  

DWG:  Dimitry, you said you had a question.

DWG:  Are the United States and Russia any closer to resolving their differences over the Open Skies Treaty or is it still at an impasse?

U/S Thompson:  It’s at an impasse.  We’re having discussions, well, it’s at an impasse but we’re having discussions.  There are some things that Russia needs to do to get back into compliance with that.  We’re having those discussions.  They’re ongoing.  That’s the most important part, that the dialogue’s occurring, and get them back into compliance and then we’ll move forward.

DWG:  Jeff?

DWG:  I just want to follow up a little bit on North Korea.  Given that the U.S. isn’t going to give anything until North Korea makes good on its commitment, is the State Department still convinced that Kim Jung-un has changed his calculus and he’s really willing to give up nuclear, his nuclear arsenal, nuclear weapons?
U/S Thompson:  He said he was going to do it, and he said it to the Secretary and he said it to the President.  We’ll hold him to his word.

DWG:  But the intelligence community hasn’t gone along with that.  Their assessments say they don’t think he’s going to give them up.

U/S Thompson:  We’ll continue to have those engagements and have him uphold his end of the obligation.

DWG:  Dan?

DWG:  A question on space, and that is do you have a view on if it’s a good idea for the U.S. to have offensive, space-based offensive weapons?
U/S Thompson:  I, quite candidly, am not a space expert, and I’m glad that I have space experts on my team.  I’ll defer to them.

DWG:  What do they think?

U/S Thompson:  They’re not here.

DWG:  Alex Ward?

DWG:  You were talking about cyber and staffing.  Have you found it hard for the U.S. to set the global rules of the road of cyber as you mentioned without someone like [inaudible] to sort of [inaudible] the day to day [inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  We’ve had discussions.  Again, it’s an interagency discussion as well.  So I’m confident we’ve got the best cyber force in the globe.  I’ve seen it in action.  We’ve had folks in the building that again, wake up and go that’s mine.  And that’s in cyber policy and engagement with the international communities and one-on-one with our bilats.  So that, we’re still [inaudible].
DWG:  Sorry, talking about the entire complex.  [Inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  That’s a call the Secretary needs to make.  It’s not my call.  We have experts in the building working in cyber policy and I have faith and confidence there’s many of them.  Many in my family, in the T family.  I’m biased.  And some over in EB.  So that’s the Secretary’s call.  It may happen.  But until then, or if it does or doesn’t, we still have folks in the building that are technical experts on it.

DWG:  Have you expressed a desire to hire [inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  No, I haven’t had that discussion.

DWG:  I just wanted to follow up on something you said about INF earlier. You had mentioned there was an INF expert meeting recently.  Was that a meeting of the Special Verification Commission?  Was --

U/S Thompson:  I think that was in June.  I owe you feedback on that.  I want to say it was in June.

DWG:  [Inaudible].

U/S Thompson:  It was over [inaudible], yeah.

DWG:  And then a quick question, the United States has begun negotiations with the Saudis on [inaudible] cooperation agreement, the [ISM-0] is [inaudible] negotiations.  Can you provide us with an update on the status of those talks [inaudible]?
U/S Thompson:  I won’t give any details on [inaudible] because they’re ongoing, but we’re in those discussions.

DWG:  It’s really intriguing to hear, we don’t actually, it’s been a while since the State Department has been out much, except at the Secretary level.  And the level of specialization an Under Secretary has, it’s just really interesting to hear.  So we’re really grateful to you for coming today.
We do have another five minutes.  

DWG:  [Inaudible] DoD [inaudible].  [Inaudible].  [Inaudible] China and [inaudible]?   [Inaudible] the United States [experience] [inaudible].  Not focus [inaudible].  [Inaudible] North Korea.  Not [inaudible].  How do you explain [inaudible] new policy?
U/S Thompson:  DoD is doing a defense review.  We anticipate that coming out shortly.  You’ll see the roll-out from DoD.

DWG:  Do you have [different] [inaudible] China and Russia about [inaudible]?

U/S Thompson:  Not on the calendar yet.

DWG:  Do you miss working at the White House?

DWG:  I very much enjoyed my time working with the Vice President’s team.  He was a great boss, a great team.  I tell folks, I use the term family.  I don’t use it loosely.  With the T family and with the Vice President, it was an honor to serve the Vice President, and it was like family.  So I enjoyed that opportunity.
Although I’d tell you, I’m probably the Army’s worst intelligence officer because if you were to talk to me in 2016 when I was retiring from the Army, I would not have told you that within two years I would have been National Security Advisor to the Vice President and then an Under Secretary of State.  So I need to hone my intel skills for my predictive analysis.  [Laughter].  I was not on at all.  And I got married last year so -- 

DWG:  Congratulations.

U/S Thompson:  A couple of years.

If I can take 30 seconds at the end here?

DWG:  Please?

U/S Thompson:  I just want to say thank you for this opportunity.  Again, it’s important to me to tell the T story, tell the State Department story.  I’m very proud of that, and it can’t happen without you.  So the fact that there’s 25-plus people on a sunny Friday in DC, I’m very appreciative of that.

And again with the team, they always throw things at me when I say it, but my door is open.  I tell partners and allies that.  When you’re in DC, come see me.  Tell the team that’s in the building, you’re upstairs on the 7th floor to see the chief or [Suiter], pop in and see me.  So please take us up on the offer.  Susan’s my external affairs senior advisor, and we’ll [be down at] [inaudible], so if there’s things that you can help share the story, please take us up on it.  Having throw something at me too, that’s okay.  [Laughter].  But again, we do a lot of great work for our country, a lot of great work for you as taxpayers.  So take us up on it and I look forward to some more travel.  I’ll be on the road tomorrow to Tbilisi to speak at a McCain Institute Conference in Tbilisi.  Monday we have an event.  Tuesday I speak, and then we have bilats with senior leadership in Georgia.  Then I should be in Vienna on Wednesday if [inaudible].  
But yeah, a busy time at the State Department, but I do appreciate you taking the time today to hear what we have to day.  And I look forward to seeing you guys again.

DWG:  Thanks again.

DWG:  I hope you could, once they’re all in place and have a chance to figure out their jobs, perhaps we could hear from some of the other T leadership under you.

U/S Thompson:  We’ve got two.  Chris Ford, Secretary Ford; and Yleem Poblete, Assistant Secretary Poblete.  They’re hard at work.  And Clarke Cooper is the PM Assistant Secretary and as soon as Senator [Harkey] [inaudible], then we’ll have an Assistant Secretary for PM.
DWG:  That would be great.
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