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Robin Niblett: 

Just to pick up very quickly a couple of the main themes which I hope we’ll 

have time to touch on. This idea that the United States, Europe and the UK 

continue to share critical values – common cause there, which I think is a 

great phrase always to use – but, as you said, tired after two, still ongoing to a 

certain extent, violent wars and the blood and treasure spilt by both our 

nations. Importantly, you mentioned a middle class in both the United States 

and Europe that feels under threat, that maybe the world isn’t going the way it 

should go. But you rejected decline – we’ve been here before, the US has 

certainly come out on top. You were quite optimistic about Europe – a 

separate conversation, but maybe we’ll come out strong as well. But you said 

the answers are things like the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 

Partnership, strengthening NATO – not repeating the mistakes of World War I 

and World War II, but being engaged in the world. Looking at Iran, looking at 

Syria, looking at China.  

It strikes me that with the remarks you made today and remarks you’ve made 

recently in the past as well, you are living up to the reputation of being part of 

the new generation of Republicans – if I may call you that – but who is very 

much focused still on a traditional role of America’s leadership capacity in the 

world and the importance of keeping that, not turning to isolationism and 

getting caught in that particular dynamic. I think this came through very 

strongly in your speech.  

If I could just throw one question to kick this off, which will kick into Iran and 

Syria and things that I think people here will want to come to. Your family 

emigrated from Cuba in 1956, if I’ve got the date right. I think many people in 

the UK and perhaps in Europe in general keep waiting for America to change 

a bit, that somehow its ability to look to Europe – that its transatlantic linkage 

– might change internally. That, in essence, the demographic shape and 

profile of the United States is changing. We see a Senator Marco Rubio and 

people will ask: well hold on, are we going to have the same connections to 

Europe, the same connections to the transatlantic alliance? Maybe the values 

are not the issue, but to the institutions? I know what you think, because you 

said this strongly here, but you represent Florida, you’re from Miami – how 

does it look from there? Is there still this connection, this desire to be global 

and to look at Europe as a partner? 
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Marco Rubio: 

It’s actually a question someone asked me last night as well. I would say I 

don’t view that as problematic in any way. I think it’s an exaggeration to say 

that somehow what binds our two nations and our two societies together is 

the fact that people who live in the United States, their relatives once came 

from the United Kingdom, or elements thereof. It’s, quite frankly, been a long 

time since we’ve had massive migration from – in fact, the most recent wave 

of immigrants in the United States have been from Asia and Latin America. 

What binds us together, in addition to our common, shared values, is a 

common culture in many ways. I said this to some folks last night: if I brought 

my children here and I dropped them in the middle of the street somewhere 

and didn’t tell them where they were, they would probably believe they were 

in the middle of an American city at some places. I think that’s a reality. This 

is not to denigrate other cities in Europe that I think have some beautiful 

places as well, but do not underestimate what the common, shared language 

means. My daughter got up early in the morning to watch the royal wedding, 

and then they stayed up one night on the impending announcement of 

whether it was a boy or a girl.  

I know these may appear as trivial things to some who cover this but that 

really creates a connection between our countries. That is very real at the 

people-to-people level. My kids are descendants of a Cuban-American father 

and a Colombian-American mother. So my point to you is: do not 

underestimate the strong cultural links that continue between our countries. 

As I prepared to travel here, the most common question I got in my home, 

when they found out I was going to London, was whether I was going to get to 

meet any of the members of One Direction. I told them that I would not but I 

would send my regards. But those cultural links are very real and very 

powerful, and I think they are enduring and will always make Americans care 

about what’s happening in the United Kingdom. 

Robin Niblett: 

Thank you, a nice, straight answer. Now I’ll take a number of questions. 

Question 1: 

Senator, you said you are sceptical about the Iran interim agreement, which 

probably you share with your own president or the Iranian leadership – they 

are also sceptical. But would you support it? Would you say it was a good 

approach to go in this direction, or are you against it? 
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Marco Rubio: 

The first thing I would say is I would recommend as reading this morning a 

Wall Street Journal editorial post written by former Secretary (of State 

George) Shultz and former Secretary (of State Henry) Kissinger, which I think 

summarizes many of the concerns that many have about this. I hope, by the 

way, that I’m wrong on Iran. I hope that in fact there is a new leadership in 

Iran that wants to abandon its nuclear weapons ambitions and take the 

country in a peaceful direction. But what I know about Iran makes it difficult 

for me to be optimistic. What I know is they are an active state sponsor of 

terrorism. What I know is they attempted to assassinate the Saudi 

ambassador in the capital city of my country. What I know is that they 

continue to be active supporters of terrorism around the world. What I know of 

them is that they continue to develop a ballistic missiles capability. What I 

know is that over the last 10 years, the story of these negotiations has been a 

steady acceleration of their development of enrichment capabilities while a 

steady erosion of the West’s demands.  

What I believe in my heart, as I said in the speech, is that the purposes of 

these negotiations is to buy the time and space to be able to pursue this while 

being able to undermine or limit the sanctions regime. I think that’s 

problematic. It’s not just a nuclear Iran that we’re talking about. If Iran 

becomes a threshold nuclear state or a nuclear state, I believe it will trigger a 

nuclear arms race in that region that could involve Saudi Arabia and Turkey 

and perhaps other nations as well. I think proliferation at that point becomes 

unstoppable, in the most unstable region of the world.  

So that’s why I’m very pessimistic about the arrangement that’s been made. I 

think any arrangement that allows Iran to retain enrichment capabilities − 

which they do not have an inherent right to, I think in and of itself sets us up 

for that future − in my mind. I hope that I’m wrong, because I think it’s better 

for the world and for my children if I am. But I fear that I’m not. 

Robin Niblett: 

So therefore the sanctions regime, from your perspective, is there with the 

ultimate goal of Iran not having any enrichment capacity, the end. Whereas 

the administration might say the sanctions regime is there to get to a point 

where we have a verifiable enrichment programme that maybe we can live 

with. But for you that’s a threshold –  
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Marco Rubio: 

Iran does not have a right to enrich. That right is not inherent and it does not 

exist. There are plenty of other countries that have civilian nuclear energy and 

they don’t enrich. If you look at the countries that do have an enrichment 

capability but have not weaponized, none of them behave or look like the 

Iranian regime. 

Question 2: 

Staying with Iran, I wondered if you could explain what the plans are for 

legislation to introduce further sanctions. I understand from what I read that 

there may be a sort of trigger mechanism, where if Iran doesn’t measure up 

your [inaudible] team, a bipartisan group, will propose legislation. I wondered 

how, related to that, you would force Iran to give up enrichment. 

Marco Rubio: 

Two points. The first, on the question of legislation, I think that’s something 

that will emerge next week as a central and critical issue. It appears to be a 

bipartisan coalition of senators who are prepared to move forward with 

additional sanctions and I think the point of debate now is whether those 

sanctions would be triggered by either a lack of compliance with the 

agreement that’s in place or at the expiration of this existing agreement, if a 

new one has not been reached. So that’s a subject that is still being debated 

and there is no finality to it in terms of the group that’s looking at it. 

In terms of hoping that Iran will abandon its nuclear weapons ambitions, the 

only hope that we have is, in my mind – short of some sort of military action, 

which I think is the least preferable option but one that is an option – is to 

ensure that the pain and the price is so high economically for pursuing this 

weapons ambition that they’re not willing to pay it. That’s a pretty high 

threshold for a regime that has shown the ability to take on a tremendous 

amount of pain – for example, in the Iran−Iraq war and other places. So that 

would be the only hope, that they would understand that the price they pay for 

pursuing a nuclear weapons ambition is so high that they would not be willing 

to pay it. I recognize that that’s not a guarantee. That’s why a military option 

always remains on the table, though it’s not ever our first option or our first 

choice. There are times when it becomes our only choice. I hope that that 

doesn’t reach this point. 
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This is not about rattling sabres. I don’t think none of us should cheer for 

armed conflict. But I hope everyone understands and I hope the case is being 

made to the people in my country what a serious risk a nuclear weapon in 

Iran poses to not just our safety and security but to that entire region, 

because it will trigger a regional arms race, the end result of which is 

impossible to predict. But none of the predictions are optimistic. 

Question 3: 

Seen from this side of the Atlantic, it looks like there’s quite a vigorous debate 

within the Republican Party about the direction of foreign policy. One side, 

you could have Senator Rand Paul – relatively non-interventionist, some say 

isolationist; at the other wing, Senator John McCain – strongly interventionist. 

I wondered where on that spectrum you would put yourself. To give it a bit 

more focus, I know the Senate didn’t actually come into a vote on the strikes 

in Syria, but which way were you inclining on that? 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

I actually reject those two spectrums. This talk of hawks and doves is 20th-

century, Cold War language that no longer applies. I believe in a strategic 

foreign policy. A strategic foreign policy has a toolbox that has at your 

disposal diplomacy, foreign aid, soft power, military power, all sorts of things. I 

think most of the results you’re going to get are going to be from diplomacy 

and soft power and foreign aid. I’m a strong supporter of foreign aid. I believe 

it’s got to be accountable and properly engaged but I think the US has to be 

engaged in the world. A, I don’t think we have a choice, and B, I think foreign 

policy for Americans is domestic policy. We live in a global economy. The 

global economy is real. So much of what happens in our lives today is 

determined not just halfway down the street but halfway around the world. So 

if you live in a global economy and are dependent on a global economy for 

prosperity, then you have to be engaged globally. And 90 per cent of the time, 

that engagement will come in the form of soft power and diplomacy and 

foreign aid.  

I do believe that military aid is an important part of that and military capacity is 

an important part of that component. I think it should not always be your first 

choice. Quite frankly, it’s not the preferable choice most of the time. But 

sometimes it does become your only option. 
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You asked a question about Syria. I did not support the president’s plan on 

Syria and let me articulate why, for three reasons. The first is I had been 

asking for US engagement on Syria from the early days of that conflict. I had 

asked us to identify moderate elements of the rebels or secular elements of 

the rebels – non-jihadist elements on the ground that we could have engaged 

with and empowered. I made the argument, forcefully and consistently, that a 

failure to engage with them would actually be empowering these foreign 

fighters and jihadists that were pouring into the country. That’s exactly how it 

played out. 

The second is that the president, by his own words, had said that the strike 

would be – maybe I’m misstating the exact terms, but − incredibly small and 

incredibly limited. I think that in and of itself – I don’t believe in military action 

for the purpose of sending symbolic messages.  

Which led to my third point, which is that no one could clearly identify what 

success meant. How would we measure success in such a strike? That was 

never clearly articulated to the American people. And in fact I felt that 

engaging in a military strike could be counterproductive to our aims in the 

region, given a lack of clear definition on what success would entail. I also 

feared the impact it would have on our ability in the future to utilize military 

action in other places where potentially that could become necessary in the 

near future, god forbid.  

So for these reasons I would not support the plan the president put before us. 

By the way, I also stated that while I thought it was wise that he came before 

the Senate, I didn’t think legally he had to come before Congress to authorize 

that action. 

Question 4: 

I’m a member of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, and we welcome 

members of Congress and the senators who come to our gatherings and 

when they invite us to the States. Can you give a reflection on the future of 

NATO and American participation and support as you see it? Can I also say 

to you that when I first became a member of parliament 38 years ago, I was 

working on individual cases for the Women’s Campaign for Soviet Jewry. The 

last 16 years, I’ve been working on a case with Clive Stafford Smith on 

Krishna Maharaj, who was convicted in Miami, and may I send to you some 

details. 
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Senator Marco Rubio: 

Okay, I’ll look into it. 

Robin Niblett: 

Everything’s local. 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

I’m not familiar with it but I’d be more than happy to read the documents 

you’re going to send me. As far as NATO is concerned, a couple points. 

Obviously our commitment to NATO is important and remains important. I 

believe the alliance in itself has a new purpose that’s still as important as I 

think it was during the Cold War, and I stated that in the speech. But part of 

that is tied up in this debate we’re having internally about funding. As you 

probably are well aware, we have passed a budget restriction in our budget of 

two years ago that begins to take a significant chunk of money out of the 

defence budgets which will impact our ability over the long term to be able to 

project power through NATO and beyond. I think that’s an important debate 

we’re going to have to have. 

The reason why, by the way, is that – our defence budget is not the reason 

why we’re running an annual deficit and debt. Our debt is being driven by 

mandatory spending programmes – important programmes that I support, 

Social Security and Medicare programmes that are available for the health 

care and benefit of retirees. But these programmes are structured in a way 

that is unsustainable. This is not a political statement, it’s a mathematical 

statement. They spend more money than they take in, at an alarming rate, 

and that’s only going to accelerate in the years to come as the baby boom 

generation retires and there aren’t enough young workers paying into the 

system. Everyone knows this and yet we fail to deal with it on an annual 

basis. That is the only way we’re ever going to get control of our long-term 

debt, is if we address that issue. Until we address that issue, I fear that these 

defence cuts are going to be left in place. 

The ideal scenario would be to eliminate those defence cuts and in fact deal 

with the true cause of our long-term debt. In the absence of that, I think our 

ability to continue to contribute to the NATO effort will be limited by the limits 

that we’re imposing on ourselves in our general defence budget.  

As far as NATO the organization is concerned, and as I stated in the speech, 

I think it has an important role to play in the 21st century. We’ve already seen 
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it engaged in efforts well beyond anything that its initial founders could have 

envisioned. But I think still clearly important in the world today, and I think 

particularly missile defence is something that requires our attention, in a world 

where proliferation is an ongoing issue and I think will remain for the 

foreseeable future and for the rest of our lifetime. I think NATO should be on 

the front lines of that, in addition to identifying new threats to our common 

security. 

Question 5: 

You spoke about the potential economic benefits of the Transatlantic Trade 

and Investment Partnership (TTIP). Could you possibly expand on where you 

think these will come from, for American and European consumers, and 

possibly comment on your role in the Senate in engaging in these 

negotiations, to ensure that the benefits are realized? 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

From our perspective in the Senate, it’s primarily reauthorizing the president 

the fast-track authority for these negotiations. As far as the benefits are 

concerned, I see them every day where I live. Miami, Florida, is a 

cosmopolitan, international city. Florida in particular benefits greatly from 

foreign investment and foreign trade. Every time we’ve reduced barriers – 

now our tariffs are relatively low as they are but any reduction is going to 

increase trade. I think any commonality in our laws, to the extent we can 

arrive to agreement on that, will make it easier for transnational interaction to 

occur. I see the benefits every single day, for example, of the trade 

agreement we concluded with Colombia very recently, the Colombian and 

South Korean trade pacts. Particularly the Colombian one is having a 

dramatically positive impact on my home state of Florida. I think on everything 

from manufacturing to consumer products to services, you can foresee this 

expansion of trade between our economies that I think will be of huge benefit 

to both sides. 

Now, there are clearly disruptions as well when these sorts of things are 

created, and we’ll hear from those interests – particularly in agriculture and 

others – who are concerned about what this would mean. I think there will be 

some concern on the American side about some of the regulations and the 

regulatory schematic. I think there is going to be some significant 

apprehension about adopting European Union regulations on American 
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businesses. That may not be something that will work out for us, if that’s 

exactly how it is imposed.  

So there are a lot of details that will need to be worked on, but the net benefit 

of lowering trade barriers, particularly in a global economy – and particularly 

between countries that already have existing trade relationships – I think have 

already proven to be hugely beneficial, and have the opportunity to do more 

of that in the future. 

Robin Niblett: 

That regulatory bit that you threw in at the end there, which will be incredibly 

difficult of course, is absolutely central to TTIP – the idea that there would be 

some type of either equivalence or mutual recognition. You’re right in the 

body in the US legislature that oversees some aspects of those regulatory 

agencies. I suppose you or your colleagues would have to give up a little bit 

of your control. 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

We’re concerned about the American regulations as they are. Just imagine 

additional ones. But I say it only for the purpose, not of raining on the parade 

– because I think all these things are surmountable – but only for the purpose 

of acknowledging that these are real hurdles that need to be overcome and 

these things do take some time to do. But I certainly think if you look at the 

end product of what happens when you lower these barriers, particularly 

between countries that have existing economic relationships, I think they’re 

hugely beneficial to the economy and they’ve proven to be the case. I know 

there’s some debate about that in my own party but I generally am a big 

believer in free and fair trade. 

Robin Niblett: 

When the rubber hits the road on this, we’ll get you back for a conversation 

about the regulatory oversight. 

Question 6: 

I’m actually going to needle in on this, because I think you drew a beautiful 

vision of where the transatlantic relationship should be and how important that 

transatlantic relationship is. But the people who work it every day say: yes, 
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absolutely, we agree – but the devil is in the details. The reality is that when 

you get into the nuance – on regulation, for example – the Brits and the 

Americans, or the Europeans and the Americans, actually see that regulatory 

framework quite differently in many cases. If you talk about Asia, Europe and 

the US – Europe sees it in a commercial sense, the US sees it in a strategic 

sense. You talk about the Middle East, Syria – I can give plenty of examples. 

So can we just delve down into one or two of those, whether it’s Asia you 

want to focus on, or Syria – how do you actually deal with the fact that while 

we in a strategic sense are quite aligned, we have the same values, in a 

detailed sense there is actually, if anything, a growing difference between our 

capabilities and where our interests lie. How do we get over that major – what 

is potentially a major hurdle? 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

Just to understand your question – when you talk about our capabilities, do 

you mean in particular with the Syrian conflict? 

Question 6: 

There’s two parts to this. There’s one which is: our broad strategic interests 

are similar but actually when you get into the details –  

Senator Marco Rubio: 

Yes, the implementation. 

Question 6: 

-- they’re different. The other part of it is: what tools do we have available? 

There’s certainly a sense in the US, when I talk to Americans, that actually 

the capabilities here in Europe are diminishing, even faster than they are in 

the US. 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

Let me just say on the trade that the biggest hurdle we need to overcome is, 

first and foremost, we have to convince more Americans that free and fair 

trade is a positive for our economy by and large. That in and of itself becomes 

a domestic debate because any time you open up trade barriers there are 
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groups and industries that benefit from the status quo who are going to fight 

you on it. In a democratic society they’re going to fight very hard, and they’re 

going to obviously influence legislators from those districts that they’re in – 

and that includes me. I have interests in Florida that are not huge fans of free 

trade, whether it’s the Central American pact, NAFTA before that − the 

Colombian trade agreement was not nearly as conflictive. We have labour 

unions, by the way, that sometimes resist us as well. 

So these are real internal, domestic conflicts that we have to overcome. So I 

think the notion of free and fair trade is something that most people say we 

like but it’s these details where they break down. I bring up the regulatory 

point only because I think it’s probably the most significant of all the hurdles 

that we face, because of the different roles that our governments play in our 

economies from time to time, especially in some of these sectors. I don’t have 

a prescription for you today about how we work through that, other than if 

you’re not committed to the idea that this partnership is worth pursuing, you’re 

never going to get to the point of being able to overcome these things. But I 

think negotiating through them is something that’s certainly going to take time. 

In terms of capabilities, I’m not sure I’m going to answer your question – my 

fault perhaps that I don’t understand it as well.  

Robin Niblett: 

Defence capabilities, in particular. The UK is meant to be a great ally but can 

we really stand up next to you? 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

The answer is yes. There’s two roles that I think the UK has played for the US 

that are incredibly important. The first is that our capabilities actually meld 

pretty well. There are areas of strategic strength for the UK that actually 

complement areas where perhaps the United States is not as good at. I think 

you’re really underestimating how the two pieces of that puzzle fit together. 

Maybe you’re not underestimating, but I don’t want you to underestimate it. 

The other is: do not underestimate the importance of the UK’s advice and 

counsel on American policymakers. American policymakers care about how 

you see things. In essence, we view you as so similar to us in worldview, in 

culture, in history, that when we decide to look at an issue or we decide to 

look at a conflict, as we make our decisions about the best way to approach it 

there is no nation on earth that has more influence on American 
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policymakers’ thinking than opinions that are formed here, both in the media 

and in the political branches. Perhaps that doesn’t receive the attention it 

deserves but I can tell you that it matters. Even among my colleagues in the 

Senate, when we discuss issues, how those issues are being debated – 

including some of your domestic issues, how they’re being debated here – 

inform and enlighten American policymakers. That is a real capability that is 

difficult to measure in dollars or pounds, but it is real. 

Robin Niblett: 

I’m glad you’re such fans of the National Health Service, clearly. [laughter] 

Question 7: 

In the interests of time I’m going to be rather blunt, so forgive me. Right now 

both China and Russia are flexing their muscles. In Washington, which one 

do they see as the bigger threat? Number two, what’s the game plan with 

respect to both? 

Question 8: 

One of the questions that you didn’t address at all was immigration policy. We 

worry very much about the polarization of views in the Congress and the 

gridlock that we perceive there. In that context, how do you see immigration 

[inaudible]? 

Question 9: 

You rightly referred to the inability of many middle-class people to have a job 

that pays a salary adequate to maintain their lifestyle. Currently we’re seeing 

people in the US – fast-food industry, retail industry – militating for a higher 

minimum wage. Where do you stand on that? 

Senator Marco Rubio: 

Obviously I want people to make more money. I don’t think elevating the 

minimum wage is very effective in accomplishing that. In fact, it has some 

history of actually unemploying people in certain businesses where the 

margins are tight, and as a result they’ve got to get more productivity with less 

people in order to keep and protect those margins. I do think the challenge we 
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face, which is bigger than the minimum wage, is the fact that many of the 

middle-class jobs in the 21st century now require a higher level of education 

and skill than they’ve ever required before. As a graphic example, my parents 

made it to the middle class – my father was a bartender and my mother was a 

maid. In the 21st century, those jobs in America usually do not pay enough 

money to make it to the middle class. We need to figure out a way to 

capacitate people like them with the skills and education they need in order to 

make it and fit that skills gap. That’s a real challenge that we face in our 

country and one of the things that I’m going to focus a lot of time on, because 

I’ve lived that story. 

On immigration, our issue is a bit different than yours in the sense that yours 

obviously is in the context of the European Union and the systems that it 

creates for immigration. As far as the United States is concerned, we have 

two fundamental problems. We have a legal immigration system that does not 

work. It is not based on skill and talent and economics, it is based on family 

links. That needs to be reformed. And then we have an illegal immigration 

problem, where we have anywhere close to 11 to 12 million human beings 

living in our country, most of whom have lived here for longer than a decade 

in the US and are going to be here for the rest of their lives.  

So the challenge that we face is reforming our legal immigration system so 

that it’s good for our economy while at the same time adopting a realistic 

approach to the people that are already in our country. We’ve endeavoured to 

do that in the Senate. We’ve passed a bill out of the Senate with bipartisan 

support. But it is a politically divisive issue in the United States and I think the 

only way we’re going to be able to accomplish any progress on it is to begin 

to address the issues we agree on, because there is agreement on about 90 

per cent of that issue. My hope is that by doing that we will create momentum 

and potentially the space to finish the job with the last 10 per cent of the 

issue, primarily dealing with those that are in our country illegally. 

On China and Russia, these are competitors for influence in the world. 

They’re behaving in some ways similarly but for different reasons. I think the 

Russian ambition unfortunately – the Putin ambition – is to try to reconstitute 

the zone of influence of the former Soviet Union, hence these aggressive 

moves that he’s making against the former republics − the latest being 

Ukraine, but you can ask Georgians about their experience, you can ask 

others about the experiences they have felt. I think that’s important. 

Geopolitically, by the way, I think we need to stand up to that, but I also would 

not underestimate the influence that American natural gas exports can have 
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on breaking some of that stranglehold that Putin has used against some of 

these nations, including many in Western Europe as well. 

China is something different. I hope and I believe that there are many within 

China – certainly within society but hopefully in the leadership – that view a 

China that rises and begins to open up its political process. I think it’s very 

difficult to achieve the sort of lifestyle improvements that they seek for their 

people without creating space for people to be able to openly communicate. 

The human rights violations in China are very serious and we need to 

condemn those. I don’t necessarily view our policy as containing China. My 

hope is that China will rise and become a responsible world power that will 

partner with the United States and the UK and others to deal with and tackle 

some of the global challenges that we face. But we are also not going to turn 

a blind eye to territorial claims that are illegitimate and designed to intimidate 

their neighbours into submission on some issues. We’re certainly not going to 

turn a blind eye to territorial claims that threaten freedom of transport on the 

seas, which is critical to a global economy and to free interchange and free 

commerce, and undermine our common economy – yours and ours. 

So my hope is that China will evolve in a peaceful direction, a respectful 

direction, and will emerge as a responsible world power that we can partner 

with to solve many of our challenges. But we cannot ignore the human rights 

violations and we cannot ignore illegitimate territorial claims, and we won’t. 

Robin Niblett: 

It’s already three minutes past two – if I go for the next three questions, I’m 

going to get in trouble with a lot of people here. I must apologize to those 

people who I did nod and sort of say that I had them. But I think we got a 

really good range of questions there. We could have done intelligence, maybe 

one of the questions about that, Britain and Europe. Personally, I’d love to 

know about whether the US will ratify the UN Convention on the Law of the 

Sea, these kind of really detailed things we don’t have time to get into right 

now. But I think you saw, Senator, from the kind of questions that were asked 

here, what great interest there is in the United States, its role in the world that 

you talked so eloquently about, and also the kind of vision that you bring – 

and your party brings as well – within this great competition for ideas that 

America shows a leading way on actually, internationally. A big hand for 

Senator Rubio, for being such a great speaker. 


