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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN 
Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody. Today the Armed 

Services Committee begins hearings on the new Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty, the New START. I would like to welcome our wit-
nesses: Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of De-
fense Robert Gates, Secretary of Energy Steven Chu, and Admiral 
Michael Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It’s a 
real pleasure to have all of you with us this morning. 

This I think is Secretary Chu’s first appearance before the com-
mittee. I believe it is. In any event, you get a special welcome for 
that. 

The new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty that is before us today 
is an important treaty that will, as Admiral Mullen said earlier 
this month, make our Your Honor more secure and advance our 
core national security interests. This treaty is in keeping with a 
long tradition of bilateral, verifiable arms control agreements with 
Russia and its predecessor, the Soviet Union, and it strengthens 
the United States’ commitment to nonproliferation. 

The United States Senate has previously approved ten bilateral 
arms control agreements with Russia and before that the Soviet 
Union, with overwhelming bipartisan majorities. Only one was op-
posed by more than 6 votes and in that case there were 19 votes 
opposed to it, and that was in 1993. 

Three of these treaties were considered during some of the most 
difficult days of the Cold War and yet they were all approved with 
overwhelming support. 

This New START Treaty supports a credible nuclear deterrent 
and maintains the nuclear triad, while allowing both the United 
States and Russia to reduce the total number of nuclear weapons. 
Between them, the United States and Russia have more than 90 
percent of the world’s nuclear weapons. While each Your Honor 
clearly has more weapons than needed, reductions will happen only 
through treaties as neither side wants to be unilaterally disarming. 

This new treaty will help ensure that needed reductions continue 
one measured step at a time. Reductions of both nations’ nuclear 
inventories are also required by the Nuclear Nonproliferation Trea-
ty, the NPT, and that is a treaty that we strive to have non-nuclear 
nations adhere to. 

This treaty continues the reductions started in the Moscow Trea-
ty, which President George W. Bush negotiated. Unlike the Moscow 
Treaty, however, this treaty is a verifiable treaty with inspections 
and other mechanisms that will ensure transparency in the nuclear 
arsenals of each side. This treaty will continue, although with dif-
ferent mechanisms than the START I Thank you, the means to 
allow both the United States and Russia to monitor each other’s 
nuclear systems. 

This new treaty and the attention that President Obama has 
brought to the threat from the proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
nuclear materials are critically important. The proliferation threat 
is real and includes the possibility that nuclear weapons and mate-
rials could fall into the hands of terrorists or others who wish to 
threaten the use of or use of nuclear materials. Through this treaty 
and the related efforts to secure weapons-grade fissile materials, 
these dangers will be reduced. 
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Fundamentally, this treaty is a treaty that limits strategic offen-
sive nuclear arms. It does not limit anything else. Some might 
want it to limit more. Some might fear that it does limit more. But 
it does not. For instance, there have been statements made sug-
gesting that the treaty imposes constraints on our missile defense 
plans and programs. That is simply incorrect. From the very begin-
ning of the negotiations, this administration has been very clear 
this treaty limits strategic offensive nuclear arms, not missile de-
fenses. 

A unilateral statement made by Russia concerning missile de-
fense does not limit or constrain our missile defense efforts. Indeed, 
a U.S. unilateral statement makes it clear that ‘‘Our missile de-
fense systems are not intended to affect the strategic balance with 
Russia,’’ and the United States missile defense systems would be 
employed to defend the United States against limited missile 
launches and to defend its deployed forces, allies, and partners 
against regional threats. The unilateral statement that we made 
also states that the United States intends to continue improving 
and deploying its missile defense systems in order to defend itself 
against limited attack and as part of our collaborative approach to 
strengthening stability in key regions. 

The unilateral statement of the United States will be made part 
of the record at this point. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. While the United States must maintain the 

stockpile with or without this treaty, this treaty does bring re-
newed attention to that nuclear stockpile. This new focus on main-
taining the nuclear stockpile through increased scientific and tech-
nical rigor ensures a credible nuclear deterrent and paves the way 
to future reductions. 

In the early days of the stockpile stewardship program, signifi-
cant strides were made in the ability of the nuclear weapons com-
plex to maintain nuclear weapons without testing. It has been al-
most 18 years since the last explosive nuclear weapons test was 
conducted and still the stockpile remains safe, secure, and reliable. 
In many ways, the scientists and engineers know more today about 
nuclear weapons and how they function than they did in the days 
of testing. 

President Obama, Secretary Gates, Secretary Clinton, Secretary 
Chu have laid out a plan to increase funding for the nuclear weap-
ons complex and ensure a robust capability for the foreseeable fu-
ture. Linton Brooks, the former Administrator of the National Nu-
clear Security Administration, has said that he would have truly 
welcomed the budget as robust as this budget plan of the Obama 
Administration. 

So we look forward to a good discussion of all these issues with 
our distinguished witnesses, and I call upon Senator McCain. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN 

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank our dis-
tinguished witnesses for their service to our country and for joining 
us today to discuss the new START Treaty and its implications for 
our national security. In my years in the Senate I have supported 
previous bipartisan efforts to reduce our nuclear weapons in step 
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with the Russian government and I have been proud to do so. As 
we evaluate the New START Treaty and consider how to vote on 
it, I think there are three areas of concern that need to be resolved. 

First, we need to be confident that the treaty is verifiable, and 
we will have a better sense of that once the Congress receives the 
new national intelligence estimate. 

Second, we need to be confident that the treaty in no way limits 
the administration’s ability and willingness to deploy missile de-
fense capabilities, regardless of the statements made by the Rus-
sian government. 

Finally, we need to be confident that any future reductions in our 
nuclear stockpile will be accompanied by a serious long-term com-
mitment to modernizing our nuclear stockpile so can have con-
fidence in its safety, security, and reliability. 

On missile defense, as we are all aware, the concern that the 
New START Treaty could constrain our capabilities is an issue of 
significant importance. Secretary Gates, you have been quite clear 
‘‘that the treaty will not constrain the United States from deploying 
the most effective missile defenses possible, nor impose additional 
costs or barriers on those defenses.’’ 

While such assurances are welcome, they don’t change the fact 
that the treaty text, not just the preamble but Article 5 of the trea-
ty itself, includes a clear legally- binding limitation on our missile 
defense options. Now, this might not be a meaningful limitation, 
but it’s impossible to deny that it is a limitation, as the administra-
tion has said. 

I continue to have serious concerns about why the administration 
agreed to this language in the treaty text, after telling the Con-
gress repeatedly during the negotiations that they would do no 
such thing, and I fear it could fuel Russia’s clear desire to establish 
unfounded linkages between offensive and defensive weapons. 

I look forward to discussing the rationale behind the treaty’s ref-
erences to missile defense, and as we do I would reiterate my long- 
held view that any notion of a Russian veto power over decisions 
on our missile defense architecture is unacceptable and we should 
oppose any attempts by any administration to do so. 

As part of the administration’s submittal of the New START 
Treaty to the Senate, the fiscal year 2010 defense authorization bill 
required a report on the plan for modernizing the nuclear weapons 
complex and delivery vehicles. With respect to the nuclear weapons 
complex, I am skeptical that the 10-year funding plan for NNSA 
adequately addresses the recapitalization needs of the weapons 
complex. The double counting of funds, combining those already 
planned for sustainment with the modernization effort, paints a 
misleading picture. $80 billion over the next 10 years is certainly 
a substantial sum. However, only a fraction of that amount is actu-
ally above what would be allocated simply to sustain the current 
stockpile. 

Given the long-term neglect of the past decade, it is imperative 
that our investment fulfills our immediate and future national se-
curity needs. The administration’s funding proposals establish an 
adequate baseline and, while more funding is likely needed, afford-
ability must be closely scrutinized. A blank check is not the appro-
priate way to recapitalize our strategic deterrent. Modernizing our 
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nuclear delivery vehicles, enhancing missile defense, and devel-
oping conventional weapons to augment our nuclear force far ex-
ceeds the necessary cost for the weapons complex alone. 

This future financial commitment is daunting, so we need to allo-
cate each and every dollar wisely and to the greatest benefit of our 
National security, careful not to simply pass the funding burden on 
to future administrations and Congresses. We must have a clear 
understanding of these priorities from this administration, as well 
as a commitment that such investments will be represented in 
forthcoming budget requests. 

So let me conclude by saying this treaty will have implications 
on our nuclear force structure and I look forward to hearing addi-
tional details on the composition of our strategic forces from our 
witnesses this morning. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator McCain. 
Now let me start with Secretary Clinton. 

STATEMENT OF HON. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

Secretary CLINTON. Thank you very much, Chairman Levin, Sen-
ator McCain, members of the committee. It’s a great pleasure for 
me to return to testify before a committee that I was very honored 
to serve on. 

We are here today, Secretary Gates, Secretary Chu, and Admiral 
Mullen and myself, because we share a strong belief that the New 
START Treaty will make our country more secure and we urge the 
Senate to ratify it expeditiously. Now, I know that some argue we 
don’t need a New START Treaty, but let’s be clear about the choice 
before us. It is between this treaty and no obligation for Russia to 
keep its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed level, and between 
this treaty and no on-the-ground verification of Russia’s strategic 
forces. 

As Secretary Gates and then as you, Chairman Levin, have 
pointed out, every previous President of both parties who faced this 
choice has concluded that the United States is better off with a 
treaty than without one, and the 

United States Senate has always agreed. 
More than 2 years ago, President Bush began this process that 

led to this treaty that we are discussing today. The New START 
Treaty has already received broad bipartisan endorsement. As 
James Schlesinger, the Secretary of Defense for Presidents Nixon 
and Ford and the Secretary of Energy for President Carter, de-
clared recently in his Congressional testimony, ‘‘It is obligatory for 
the United States to ratify.’’ 

Now, why do so many people who have studied this issue over 
so many years, coming from opposite ends of the political spectrum, 
agree so strongly? Well, today I’d like to discuss briefly what the 
New START Treaty is and also what it is not. This is a treaty that, 
if ratified, will provide stability, transparency, and predictability 
for the two countries with more than 90 percent of the world’s nu-
clear weapons. It is a treaty that will reduce the permissible num-
ber of Russian and U.S. deployed strategic warheads to 1,550, a 
level not seen since the 1950s. 
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In addition, each country will be limited to 700 deployed stra-
tegic delivery vehicles and 800 deployed and non-deployed strategic 
missile launchers and heavy bombers. These limits will help the 
United States and Russia bring our deployed strategic arsenals, 
which were sized for the Cold War, to levels that are more appro-
priate for today’s threats. 

This is a treaty that will help us track remaining weapons with 
an extensive verification regime. Now, this regime draws upon our 
experience over the last 15 years in implementing the original 
START treaty. The verification provisions reflect today’s realities, 
including the much smaller number of facilities in Russia compared 
with the former Soviet Union. And for the first time we will be 
monitoring the actual numbers of warheads on deployed strategic 
missiles. 

So by bringing the New START Treaty into force, we will 
strengthen our National security more broadly, including by cre-
ating greater leverage to tackle a core national security challenge, 
nuclear proliferation. This will also demonstrate our leadership and 
strengthen our hand as we work with others to hold irresponsible 
governments accountable, whether in further isolating Iran and en-
forcing the rules against violators or in persuading other countries 
to implement better controls on their own nuclear materials. 

And it makes clear that we are committed to real reductions, to 
upholding our end of the bargain under the Nonproliferation Trea-
ty, which has already brought about important benefits in my dis-
cussions with foreign leaders about strengthening the nonprolifera-
tion regime and a range of other topics. 

But I want to be also very clear that there are numerous things 
this treaty will not do. As Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen will 
discuss more fully, the New START Treaty does not compromise 
the nuclear force levels we need to protect ourselves and our allies. 
It does not infringe upon the flexibility we need to maintain our 
forces, including bombers, submarines, and missiles, in the way 
that best serves our own national security interests. 

This treaty does not constrain our missile defense efforts. I want 
to underscore this because I know there have been a lot of concerns 
about it and I anticipate a lot of questions. But this is something 
this committee recently reiterated in the fiscal year 2011 national 
defense authorization bill. Section 231 reads: ‘‘It is the sense of 
Congress that there are no constraints contained in the New 
START Treaty on the development or deployment by the United 
States of effective missile defenses, including all phases of the 
Phased Adaptive Approach to missile defense in Europe and fur-
ther enhancements to the ground- based midcourse defense system, 
as well as future missile defenses.’’ 

Now, I worked with some of you on this committee when I had 
the honor of serving in the Senate on behalf of a very strong mis-
sile defense system, so I want to make this point very clearly. Now, 
Russia has, as the chairman said, issued a unilateral statement ex-
pressing its view, but that is not an agreed upon view, that is not 
in the treaty. It’s the equivalent of a press release and we are not 
in any way bound by it. In fact, we’ve issued our own statement, 
which is now part of the record, making clear that the United 
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States intends and in fact is continuing to improve and deploy ef-
fective missile defense systems. 

The treaty’s preamble does include language acknowledging the 
relationship between strategic offensive and defensive forces, but 
that’s simply a statement of fact. It too does not in any way con-
strain our missile defense programs. 

Now, the treaty also includes language—and I think this is Sen-
ator McCain’s reference to Article 5—prohibiting the conversion or 
use of offensive missile launchers for missile defense interceptors, 
and vice versa. But in fact we had no intention of doing that any-
way. As General O’Reilly, our missile defense director, has made 
clear in testimony, we reached the conclusion it is actually cheaper 
to build smaller, tailor-made missile defense silos than to convert 
offensive launchers. I mean, we could have had a long list, you 
know, we’re not going to launch from any moving vehicle like a car 
or a truck or a cow. We could have said a lot of things that we’re 
not going to do. But the fact is we weren’t going to do them, and 
we weren’t going to do this either. 

The treaty does not restrict us in any way from building new 
missile defense launchers, 14 of which are currently being con-
structed in Alaska. So I think the very facts on the ground under-
mine and refute any argument to the contrary. 

Now, the Obama Administration has requested $9.9 billion for 
missile defense in fiscal year 2011. That is almost $700 million 
more than Congress provided in fiscal year 2010. 

Finally, the New START Treaty does not restrict our ability to 
modernize our nuclear weapons complex to maintain a safe, secure, 
and effective deterrent. As Secretary Chu will discuss, this admin-
istration has called for a 10 percent increase in fiscal year 2011 for 
overall weapons and infrastructure activities, in a time of very seri-
ous budget constraints. And we’ve called for a 25 percent increase 
in direct stockpile work. During the next 10 years, this administra-
tion proposes investing $80 billion in our nuclear weapons complex. 

So let me just conclude by taking a step back and putting the 
New START Treaty into a larger context. This treaty is one part 
of a broader effort to reduce the threat posed by the deadliest 
weapons the world has ever known, especially the potential inter-
section of violent extremism and nuclear proliferation. We have 
several coordinated efforts that have been briefed to this com-
mittee, including the nuclear posture review, the recently con-
cluded nuclear security summit, and the Nonproliferation Treaty 
review conference, as well as extensive bilateral engagements. 

So while a ratified New START Treaty stands on its own terms 
and when you look at the very real benefits it provides to our Na-
tional security, it is part of a broader strategy. 

So Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, members of the committee, 
we stand ready to work with you as you undertake your constitu-
tional responsibilities with respect to this treaty, and we are ready 
to answer any and all questions. We hope that at the end of your 
deliberations you will come to the same conclusion that we and 
many others have reached, including many others who have sat in 
these chairs and voted in the Senate chamber, that this treaty 
makes our country more secure and merits the Senate’s consent to 
ratification. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 09:00 Jun 25, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 Y:\BORAWSKI\DOCS\10-54 JUNE PsN: JUNEB



8 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Secretary Clinton follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Secretary Clinton. 
Secretary Gates. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT M. GATES, SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 

Secretary GATES. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, members of 
the committee: Thank you for the opportunity to speak today re-
garding the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty between the 
United States and Russia, an agreement that reduces the strategic 
nuclear forces of our two nations in a manner that strengthens the 
stability of our relationship and protects the security of the Amer-
ican people. 

America’s nuclear arsenal remains a vital pillar of our National 
security, deterring potential adversaries and reassuring allies and 
partners. As such, the first step of the year-long nuclear posture re-
view was an extensive analysis which, among other things, deter-
mined how many nuclear delivery vehicles and deployed warheads 
were needed. This in turn provided the basis for our negotiation of 
New START. The results of those studies give me confidence that 
the Department of Defense will be able to maintain a strong and 
effective nuclear deterrent while modernizing our weapons to en-
sure that they are safe, secure, and reliable, all within the limits 
of the new treaty. 

The U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent will continue to be based on 
the triad of delivery systems, intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and nuclear-capable heavy 
bombers, within the boundaries negotiated in the New START 
Treaty. These are an upper boundary of 1550 deployed warheads, 
up to 700 deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and nuclear-capable 
heavy bombers, and up to 800 deployed and nondeployed ICBM 
launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers equipped for nu-
clear armaments. 

Under this treaty we retain the power and the freedom to deter-
mine the composition of our force structure, allowing the United 
States complete flexibility to deploy, maintain, and modernize our 
strategic nuclear forces in a manner that best protects our National 
security interests. The Defense Department has established a base-
line force structure to guide our planning, one that does not require 
changes to current or planned basing arrangements. The Depart-
ment will retain 240 deployed submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles, distributed among 14 submarines, each of which will have 20 
launch tubes. This is the most survivable leg of the triad. 

Recognizing the need for flexibility in the bomber leg, we will re-
tain up to 60 deployed heavy bombers, including all 18 operational 
B–2s. Finally, the U.S. will retain up to 420 deployed single-war-
head Minuteman III ICBMs at our current three missile bases. 

Let me also address some of the things the treaty will not affect. 
First, as Secretary Clinton has said, the treaty will not constrain 
the United States from deploying the most effective missile de-
fenses possible, nor impose additional costs or barriers on those de-
fenses. I remain confident in the U.S. missile defense program, 
which has made considerable advancements, including the testing 
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and development of the SM–3 missile, which we will deploy in Eu-
rope. 

As the administration’s ballistic missile defense review and budg-
et plans make clear, the United States will continue to improve our 
capability to defend ourselves, our deployed forces, and our allies 
and partners against ballistic missile threats. As Secretary Clinton 
has pointed out, our request for missile defense in the ’11 budget 
is $700 million over the enacted fiscal year 2010 number, and we 
are looking at an increase beyond that of potentially up to another 
billion dollars for fiscal year 2012. We have made all of this clear 
to the Russians in a unilateral statement made in connection with 
the treaty. 

It is not surprising that Russia continues to object to our missile 
defense program, as they have objected to all U.S. missile defense 
efforts for decades. The Russians know that our missile defenses 
are designed to intercept a limited number of ballistic missiles 
launched by a country such as Iran or North Korea. Our missile 
defenses do not have the capability to defend against the Russian 
Federation’s large advanced arsenal. Consequently, U.S. missile de-
fenses do not and will not affect Russia’s strategic deterrent. To 
build such a capability, a missile shield of the kind envisioned in 
the 1980s, is technologically unfeasible, cost prohibitive, and desta-
bilizing. Therefore we have no plans to do so. 

Separately from the treaty, we are discussing missile defense co-
operation with Russia, which we believe is in the interests of both 
nations. But such talks have nothing to do with imposing any limi-
tations on our programs or deployment plans. 

Furthermore, the New START Treaty does not restrict our ability 
to develop and deploy conventional prompt global strike capabili-
ties that could attack targets anywhere on the globe in an hour or 
less. The treaty’s limit of 700 deployed delivery vehicles combined 
with the ceiling of 1550 deployed warheads accommodates the lim-
ited number of conventional warheads we may need for this capa-
bility. We are also concurrently examining potential future prompt 
global strike systems that would not be limited by this treaty. 

In my view, a key contribution of this treaty is its provision for 
a strong verification regime. While the intelligence community will 
provide a detailed classified assessment, I would like to emphasize 
some of the key elements of this regime, which will monitor Rus-
sia’s compliance with the treaty while also providing important in-
sights into the size and composition of Russian strategic forces. 

The treaty allows each party to conduct up to 18 on- site inspec-
tions each year at operating bases for ICBMs, SSBNs, and nuclear- 
capable heavy bombers, as well as storage facilities, test ranges, 
and conversion and elimination facilities. The agreement estab-
lishes a database, updated every 6 months, which will help provide 
the United States with a rolling overall picture of Russia’s strategic 
offensive forces. Unique identifiers for the first time will be as-
signed to each ICBM, SLBM, and nuclear-capable heavy bomber, 
allowing us to track accountable systems throughout their life 
cycle. The treaty provides for non-interference with national tech-
nical means of verification, such as reconnaissance satellites, 
ground stations, and ships. While telemetry is not needed to verify 
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the provisions of this treaty, the terms nonetheless call for ex-
change of telemetry on up to five launches per year from each side. 

I’m confident that the New START Treaty will in no way com-
promise America’s nuclear deterrent. Maintaining a credible deter-
rent requires an adequate stockpile of safe, secure, and reliable nu-
clear warheads. This calls for a reinvigoration of our nuclear weap-
ons complex, that is our infrastructure and our science, technology, 
and engineering base. I might just add, I’ve been up here for the 
last four springs trying to get money for this and this is the first 
time I think I’ve got a fair shot of actually getting money for our 
nuclear arsenal. 

To this end, the Department of Defense is transferring $4.6 bil-
lion to the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration through fiscal year 2015. This transfer will assist in 
funding critical nuclear weapons life extension programs and ef-
forts to modernize the nuclear weapons infrastructure. 

The initial applications of this funding, along with an additional 
$1.1 billion being transferred for naval nuclear reactors, are re-
flected in the President’s 2011 budget request, which I urge the 
Congress to approve. 

These investments in the nuclear posture review strategy for 
warhead life extension represent a credible modernization plan to 
sustain the nuclear infrastructure and support our Nation’s deter-
rent. 

Let me close with a final personal observation. I first began 
working on strategic arms control with the Russians in 1970, 40 
years ago, a U.S. effort that led to the first Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Agreement with Moscow 2 years later. The key question then 
and in the decades since has always been the same: Is the United 
States better off with a strategic arms agreement with the Rus-
sians or without it? The answer for successive presidents, as Sec-
retary Clinton has said, of both parties 

has always been with an agreement. The U.S. Senate has always 
agreed. The same answer holds true for New START. The U.S. is 
better off with this treaty than without it, and I’m confident that 
it is the right agreement for today and for the future. It increases 
stability and predictability, allows us to sustain a strong nuclear 
triad, preserves our flexibility to deploy the nuclear and non-nu-
clear capabilities needed for effective deterrence and defense. 

In light of all these factors, I urge the Senate to give its advice 
and consent to ratification of the new treaty. 

[The prepared statement of Secretary Gates follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Secretary Gates. 
Secretary Chu. 

STATEMENT OF HON. STEVEN CHU, SECRETARY OF ENERGY 

Secretary CHU. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and 
members of the committee: Thank you for the opportunity to testify 
on the New START Treaty. New START is an important part of 
President Obama’s nuclear security agenda. If ratified and entered 
into force, the treaty will commit the United States and the Rus-
sian Federation to lower levels of deployed strategic nuclear weap-
ons in a transparent and verifiable way. This will increase stability 
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between our countries while demonstrating our joint commitment 
to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. 

Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen are tes-
tifying to the diplomatic and security advantages of this treaty. I 
want to focus on how it will allow us to continue to modernize our 
nuclear security enterprise and to maintain scientific capabilities 
that ensure the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear 
deterrent. 

The successes of our nuclear programs depend on the incredible 
technical capabilities at the Department of Energy’s national lab-
oratories. Our capabilities enable us to assess the stockpile annu-
ally, to extend nuclear weapon lifetimes, to assess other nations’ 
nuclear capabilities, and to dismantle retired weapons. As the 
stockpile decreases in size, the role of science, technology, and engi-
neering in deterrence will increase in importance. 

The New START Treaty will enhance, not harm, our ability to 
maintain the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear 
weapons stockpile. This conclusion is based on three important con-
siderations. First, the treaty supports our modernization agenda. 
Yesterday I delivered a detailed stockpile stewardship and manage-
ment plan that provides a multi-decade investment strategy needed 
to extend the life of key nuclear weapons systems, rebuild and 
modernize our facilities, and provide for the necessary physical and 
intellectual infrastructure. These modernization efforts provide a 
strong foundation for the limits on deployed nuclear weapons under 
the New START Treaty, and nothing in the treaty will constrain 
these efforts. None of the Department of Energy’s sites will be sub-
ject to inspection under the New START Treaty and none of our 
operations will be subject to limitation. We will be able to maintain 
and improve the scientific base of our nuclear weapons activities. 

Second, the U.S. will remain free to determine the size of its in-
active stockpile. The weapons in the inactive stockpile will continue 
to be retired and dismantled consistent with the Defense Depart-
ment’s requirements and presidential direction, and we remain on 
track to meet our program’s requirement to dismantle all the re-
tired warheads currently in the dismantlement queue by 2022. 
Nothing in this treaty imposes any restrictions on this work. 

Third, the treaty provides the explicit right of both parties to de-
termine the composition and structure of their nuclear forces with-
in the treaty’s overall limits. Further, the New START Treaty con-
tains no limitations that could constrain our warhead life extension 
program options or work to assess and correct any future warhead 
issue. As was made clear in the nuclear posture review, this ad-
ministration is committed to studying all options available for fu-
ture life extension programs, including reuse, refurbishment, and 
replacement on a case by case basis. 

We are committed to fully funding the ongoing life extension pro-
gram for the W76 submarine-based warhead for completion in 2017 
and for the full scope LEP study and follow-on activities for the 
B61 bomb to ensure first production begins in 2017. We will also 
participate in the Nuclear Weapons Council on a study of the LEP 
options for the W78 ICBM warhead. The New START Treaty does 
not place any limits on any of these programs. 
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I believe these factors point to a treaty that enhances U.S. na-
tional security without jeopardizing the nuclear deterrent that 
helps underwrite it. As you consider this treaty, you can be certain 
that the Nation’s nuclear stockpile will remain safe, secure, and ef-
fective. To modernize our enterprise, we are investing in science, 
technology, and engineering. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budg-
et request would increase science funding in the NSA by more than 
10 percent. We are investing in the infrastructure we need. The 
highest infrastructure priorities are the construction of major new 
nuclear facilities for plutonium and uranium. And we are investing 
in human capital and creating an environment that can attract 
highly trained and motivated personnel. 

I should also depart and say that these personnel, over 150 of 
them, for over 40 days and in large part 40 nights have been turn-
ing their attention to the Gulf spill, and it’s been remarkable to see 
that work. 

We have begun this work already, but it will take sustained lead-
ership from this Congress to see it through. The President’s fiscal 
year 2011 budget request reflects a 13 percent increase over fiscal 
year 2010 and includes more than $7 billion for weapons activities 
and infrastructure. Over the course of the next decade, our plans 
call for an investment of $80 billion. With Congress’s support, we 
will transform from a Cold War capacity-based infrastructure to a 
modern capabilities-based nuclear security enterprise. This will 
provide the confidence and the tools that allow the United States 
to consider further nuclear reductions as we work toward a world 
without nuclear weapons. 

Thank you and I look forward to your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Secretary Chu follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Secretary Chu. 
Admiral Mullen. 

STATEMENT OF ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN, CHAIRMAN 
OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Admiral MULLEN. Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, and distin-
guished members of the committee: I am pleased to add my voice 
in support of ratification of the New START Treaty and to do so 
as soon as possible. We are in our seventh month without a treaty 
with Russia. 

This treaty has the full support of your uniformed military. 
Throughout its negotiations, Secretaries Clinton and Gates ensured 
that professional military perspectives were thoroughly considered. 
During the development of the New START Treaty I was person-
ally involved, to include two face to face negotiating sessions and 
several conversations, other conversations with my counterpart, the 
chief of the Russian general staff, General Makarov, regarding key 
aspects of the treaty. 

The Joint Chiefs and I also had time to review the analytic work 
done in the nuclear posture review regarding the shape of future 
U.S. strategic nuclear forces. Its recommendations were trans-
mitted as guidance to the negotiating team in Geneva regarding 
the three central limits on strategic systems and the warheads as-
sociated with them that are contained in the treaty. 
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In short, the conclusion and implementation of the New START 
Treaty is the right thing for us to do, and we took the time to do 
it right. The chiefs and I believe the New START Treaty achieves 
important and necessary balance between three critical aims. It al-
lows us to retain a strong and flexible American nuclear deterrent. 
It helps strengthen openness and transparency in our relationship 
with Russia. It also demonstrates our national commitment to re-
ducing the worldwide risk of a nuclear incident resulting from the 
continuing proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

I firmly believe that the central limits established in this treaty 
and the provision that allows each side the freedom to determine 
its own force mix provides us with the necessary flexibility to field 
the right future force to meet the Nation’s needs. We plan to retain 
our triad of bombers, ballistic missile submarines, and land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles in sufficient diversity and num-
bers to assure strategic stability between ourselves and the Rus-
sian Federation. We will also maintain sufficient capability to deter 
other nuclear states. 

In addition, the agreement provides for an array of important 
verification measures that are critical to both sides in monitoring 
compliance with the new treaty, and those have been spoken to in 
earlier statements. 

This treaty is also a critical element in the President’s agenda for 
reducing nuclear risks to the United States, our allies, and part-
ners and the wider international community. Our recently con-
cluded NPR acknowledges the continuing role for nuclear weapons 
in the defense of America, while placing additional emphasis on 
positive steps to prevent nuclear terrorism and the risks from nu-
clear proliferation. 

In summary, this New START agreement is important in itself 
and should also be viewed in a wider context. It makes meaningful 
reductions in the U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear arsenals while 
strengthening strategic stability and the United States’ national se-
curity. Coupled with the administration’s clear commitment to pru-
dently invest in our aging nuclear infrastructure and in warhead 
life extension programs, this treaty is a very meaningful step for-
ward. I encourage the Senate to fully study the treaty. I believe 
you will see the wisdom of ratifying it, and I sit before you today 
recommending that you do so. 

Thank you, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Admiral Mullen follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Admiral Mullen. 
Because of the large number of Senators that are here this morn-

ing and because Secretary Gates must leave a few minutes after 
11:30, we’re going to having a first round that’s going to be limited 
to 5 minutes, and then if there is additional questions and there’s 
time after that first round we will try to have a second round 
which might be a few minutes each. 

Secretary Clinton, let me start with you. During the course of the 
negotiations on the New START, were there any side agreements, 
any informal agreements, any secret agreements with Russia that 
are not included in the treaty relative to any limitations on U.S. 
missile defenses or any other subject? 

Secretary CLINTON. No. 
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Chairman LEVIN. Admiral—let me ask this of Secretary Gates. 
Article 5, paragraph 3, of the treaty would prohibit the future con-
version of ICBM silos or SLBM launchers to be used for missile de-
fense interceptors, and vice versa. Now, you’ve testified I believe 
that—I think Secretary Clinton testified perhaps, maybe you did 
too, that we have no plans to do such conversions and that it would 
not make any sense to do so because the cost is greater than a new 
silo for the purpose of missile defense. 

But there’s also a larger issue of the potential misunderstanding 
or miscalculation, it seems to me, if either side could use silos of 
one type for the other purpose. Would you agree, Secretary, that 
it could be potentially destabilizing and dangerous if either side 
were to launch missile defense interceptors from ICBM silos or 
from ballistic missile submarines because such launches could ap-
pear to the other side to be launches of ICBMs or SLBMs? 

Secretary GATES. First I would like to just reinforce Secretary 
Clinton’s testimony to the effect that not only did we not have any 
plans currently to transform, convert, ICBM silos into missile de-
fense silos; as you said, it doesn’t make any sense from a financial 
standpoint. It’s a lot cheaper to build missile defense silos on their 
own, as we are doing at Greeley. 

Yes, I think it would be destabilizing if you didn’t—if you didn’t 
know what was coming out of a missile silo. I think this is one of 
the challenges, frankly, that we face as we go forward with conven-
tional prompt global strike. Any of these things that are confusing 
to a party on the other side I think needs to be dealt with very 
carefully. 

Chairman LEVIN. You made a very brief reference in that com-
ment to what we’re planning to build at Fort Greeley in Alaska. I 
believe that reference is to the plans to build eight spare silos 
there. Does that not make it clear, even more clear than I think 
it already is, that there is no constraint on our ability to build 
those missile defense silos or even more if needed? 

Secretary GATES. Yes. We are not only building out the second 
site at Fort Greeley, but then there will be eight spare silos once 
that work is complete. 

Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, let me ask you a question about the 
verification issues. We don’t yet have a national New intelligence 
estimate on verification, but is it your judgment that this treaty is 
verifiable? Was the intelligence community involved during these 
negotiations? 

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir, the intelligence community was in-
volved throughout, both obviously internally in our discussions as 
well as in our negotiations with the Russians. And it is my judg-
ment that this treaty provides the necessary means to adequately 
verify, consistent with previous treaties, even though some of the 
verification means are different. Secretary Gates pointed out the 
numbers of inspections. Something that is very specifically dif-
ferent is the agreement in the treaty to put unique identifiers on 
every single weapon. Clearly, continue to support the National 
technical means and an ability to verify. 

Speaking specifically of telemetry, while not required, the agree-
ment also included the exchange of telemetry on five, up to five 
launch missile tests or launches every year. So in totality, I’m very 
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comfortable with the verification regime that exists in the treaty 
right now. 

Chairman LEVIN. And as a matter of fact, is there not a concern 
from an intelligence perspective as to the status quo that there are 
no verification provisions that currently exist and there’s no inspec-
tions that currently exist? 

Admiral MULLEN. You mean—— 
Chairman LEVIN. Without this treaty. 
Admiral MULLEN. Absolutely, absolutely. We are—as I said, 

we’re in our seventh month right now with no treaty with the Rus-
sians. I just reemphasize what Secretary Gates said, that we are 
much better—it’s my view we are much better off with it than 
without it. 

Chairman LEVIN. Including from a verification perspective? 
Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much. 
Senator McCain. 
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I thank the witnesses. Secretary Clinton, I understand we’ve yet 

to receive requested data on Russian compliance and verification 
since 2005. When do we expect that data to be available to the Sen-
ate? 

Secretary CLINTON. Senator McCain, that will be available short-
ly. We are moving as quickly as possible. I know how important 
that is for your consideration and we will get it to you very shortly. 

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you. 
Both you and Secretary Gates have talked about Article 5, that 

it would never be considered, that it would be not something that 
we would ever plan on. Why is it in the treaty then? 

Secretary CLINTON. Well, it’s in the treaty in effect, I would 
argue, Senator, because there has been longstanding discussions 
between the Russians and the U.S. that arose during the imple-
mentation of the START Treaty. Specifically, there were questions 
asked about whether or not these silos that cover the countryside 
in many of our States, that are no longer operative, were going to 
be converted. And we said no, we had no intention of continuing 
with the conversion, and this would now be no longer a subject of 
continuing contention or discussion. 

It seemed to us to be a smart negotiating decision to put some-
thing in that frankly we never intended to pursue. There were a 
number of issues that were very, very difficult to resolve in this 
treaty. Just mentioning two of them, the kind of verification, the 
numbers of visits, and telemetry. So in the course of the negotia-
tion to state that we’re not going to do something we’re not going 
to do seemed to be an appropriate position for us to take. 

Senator MCCAIN. Well, if we were going to state in a treaty ev-
erything we were not going to do, it could be a very heavy docu-
ment. 

Well, here’s my fundamental dilemma here that I think many of 
us face. At the time of the signing of the treaty the statement was 
made by the Russians: The treaty, etcetera, will—″This treaty be-
tween the Russian Federation and the United States of America 
signed at Prague on April 8, 2010, may be effective and viable only 
in condition where there is no qualititative or quantitative buildup 
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in the missile defense system capabilities of the United States of 
America.’’ 

That is a strong statement at the time of the signing of the trea-
ty. 

Then Mr. Medvedev, President Medvedev, made the statement 
on April 12 in an interview with George Stephanopoulos, said the 
two countries negotiated a formula in the preamble of the New 
START Treaty that states there is ‘‘an interconnection between the 
strategic offensive arms and missile defense. So if these cir-
cumstances will change, then we will consider it is a reason to jeop-
ardize the whole agreement.’’ That’s what Mr. Medvedev said. 

Mr. Lavrov said on March 30, Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov 
said in a press conference after the G–8 foreign ministers meeting 
in Canada that there are obligations regarding missile defense in 
the treaty text and the accompanying interpretive text that con-
stitute ‘‘a legally binding package,’’ etcetera. 

Now, I for one am going to have to get some kind of statement 
from the Russians as to exactly what this treaty means in their 
view, because if the statement, the signing statement at the time 
that states there’s an interconnection between this treaty and mis-
sile defense systems, that clearly states that ‘‘only in condition that 
there is no qualitative or quantitative buildup in the missile de-
fense capabilities of the United States of America,’’ that’s a pretty 
clear statement. 

President Medvedev has made the same statement. Foreign Min-
ister Lavrov has made the same statement. So Russian leadership 
have all made the statement that this treaty is contingent upon the 
United States not changing or qualitative or quantitative buildup 
in missile defense systems. That’s bound to be worrisome to any-
one, particularly in light of the decision that was made concerning 
the Polish and Czech missile defense systems’ cancellation or re-
placement with another system that was done earlier in this ad-
ministration. 

So it’s clear from many statements that Russian leadership has 
made that there is a very different interpretation of this treaty 
from what has been stated here concerning the connection to mis-
sile defense systems and that of the Russians. So I’d be more than 
happy to hear your response. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, thank you for giving us the 

opportunity to respond. Let me start by saying that historically 
there have been these kinds of unilateral statements made by the 
Russians. In fact, in connection with the signing of the original 
START Treaty the Russians made similar statements that it would 
consider U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty as sufficient 
grounds for its withdrawal from START. However, as you know, 
when the United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2001 
the Russia Federation as the successor to the Soviet Union did not 
withdraw. 

Second, these unilateral statements have no binding effect, no 
legal effect. The agreement that Presidents Obama and Medvedev 
signed is the treaty. 

Thirdly, with many—as with many other arms control treaties, 
it provides that either party, including obviously us, may withdraw 
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from the treaty if that party decides that extraordinary events have 
jeopardized its security interests. Now, the Russian unilateral 
statement merely reflects its current view that they disagree, as 
we’ve heard for years, with our commitment to building up missile 
defense system capabilities. 

It is not in any way affecting us by undermining that commit-
ment. We remain committed, as you heard, in word and deed, most 
particularly in financial ways. 

Finally, what we read from Medvedev in an April statement—I’m 
not sure it’s exactly the same one that you quoted from—is, when 
asked about the unilateral statements, said: ‘‘That doesn’t mean 
that because of this if the American side starts to build up the mis-
sile defense statement that the treaty would automatically lose its 
power.’’ 

Then he went on to say: ‘‘I would like to make sure that there 
is no impression that any change in the U.S. missile defense sys-
tem would be a reason to abandon a signed agreement.’’ 

So I view the unilateral statement—and we have one of our own, 
which is now in the record—as really a kind of press release, if you 
will. Here’s our position, but we just signed a treaty which, as even 
the president of the Russian Federation says, is truly the agree-
ment that we’re going to be following. 

So I understand the question, but I think that both historically 
and substantively and then even in the words of President 
Medvedev, this is not an issue that in any way constrains or limits 
our commitment to missile defense. 

Secretary GATES. I would just make two very quick comments. 
First, to reinforce the point, the Russians can say what they want. 
If it’s not in the treaty it’s not binding on the United States. 

Second, what’s interesting is, even in their own unilateral state-
ment they hedged, because at the end of the statement they say 
about the buildup in missile defense capabilities: ‘‘such that it 
would give rise to a threat to the strategic nuclear force potential 
of the Russian Federation.’’ Since I said in my initial opening state-
ment, or in my opening statement, that we have no intention of 
creating such a capability that would threaten the strategic deter-
rent capability of the Russia rocket forces, even they basically gave 
themselves an out. 

Senator MCCAIN. Of course, that’s in the eye of the beholder. So 
we obviously have a situation here where the official statement of 
the Russian government states unequivocally and follow-up state-
ments by members of the Russian government that this treaty 
would be directly affected by ‘‘only in conditions where there is no 
qualitative or quantitative buildup in the missile defense system 
capabilities of the United States of America.’’ 

It is at best an ambiguous situation. 
I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. thank you, Senator McCain. 
Senator Lieberman. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of 

you for being here. 
Let me begin with this statement. My own feeling is that if this 

New START Treaty is ratified it will be a small step forward for 
mankind, but a long way, I’m sure you’d agree, from the dream 
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that people harbor of having a nuclear-free world. The sad fact is 
that the current state of international relations as well as human 
history suggests that we’re not on the verge of seeing a trans-
formation of human behavior to lead us to a point where we will 
have a nuclear-free world. 

So as we take this small step forward in reducing the number 
of deployed strategic warheads, it of course makes the status of our 
nuclear stockpile smaller, somewhat smaller, as a result of this 
treaty if it’s ratified, even more important. I want to just state the 
observation that there will be a lot of issues, some already raised 
here today, about this treaty, but ultimately I think that whether 
or not the New START Treaty is ratified will depend on members 
of the Senate of both parties having the confidence that the admin-
istration is committed to modernizing our current nuclear stockpile. 

As you suggested, Secretary Gates, in an interesting way, in kind 
of a twist of fate, the ratification of this arms control treaty may 
actually enable you and the administration and the last adminis-
tration to receive the funding from Congress that you have been 
asking for to modernize our current nuclear stockpile. 

So let me begin with a baseline question. I assume that you’ve 
been asking for this money because you feel that our current nu-
clear stockpile is aging and in various ways is in need of mod-
ernization. Secretary Gates? 

Secretary GATES. Let me start and then ask Dr. Chu to chime 
in. The short answer is yes. This has been an evident need for the 
United States for some time. We are essentially the only nuclear 
power in the world that is not carrying out these kinds of mod-
ernization programs. We have never claimed to want any new ca-
pabilities, but simply to be able to make our weapons safer, more 
secure, and more reliable. 

The Schlesinger-Perry study that was conducted and reported 
here to the Congress really laid out in considerable detail I think 
a lot of the worries that we have, not about our stockpile today, but 
about where we may be in 5 or 10 years, as both the human capital 
and the components themselves age having to do with these weap-
ons systems. So this is a long-term need on the part of the Nation. 
We’ve needed it for quite some time. 

Congress voted down the Rapid Replacement—the Reliable Re-
placement Warhead program. There has been no progress toward 
providing any additional funding for our nuclear weapons mod-
ernization programs since that time. So I think you’ve put your fin-
ger on it, frankly, and just basically realistically I see this treaty 
as a vehicle to finally be able to get what we need in the way of 
modernization that we have been unable to get otherwise. 

Dr. Chu. 
Secretary CHU. I would also add that, although we do not—we’re 

not seeking any new military capability, we are seeking to make 
the weapons safer and more secure and more reliable. That means 
we are replacing old electronics that we can’t even buy any more, 
tubes, with integrated circuits. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right. 
Secretary CHU. We are going to insensitive high explosives so it’s 

much less likely that an accident, a fire, something of that nature, 
could set these weapons off. We’re increasing the surety so that 
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should any terrorists or anybody get hold of these it would be im-
possible for them to set it off. 

So the modernization includes all these factors. So we’re actually 
improving the safety, security, and reliability of these weapons. No 
new military capability, but that’s the program we’re engaged in. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. I appreciate the answer from both of you. 
As you know, a while ago when the nuclear posture review came 

out there was some language in it that seemed—there’s three 
means to keep the stockpile secure and reliable and effective, which 
were reuse, refurbishment, and replacement. The language in the 
nuclear posture review seemed to make it harder to replace even 
parts, it sounded like. I think in the section 1251 report which you 
made to Congress you clarified that. I just wanted to ask you two 
questions. 

One is the obvious one, which you’ve said, Dr. Chu, that there 
are some parts that can’t be reused or refurbished, and you have 
to replace those parts. But while no one is asking for a replacement 
warhead now, there’s nothing in the language in the treaty or in 
any administration documents that essentially says to the sci-
entists who we rely on here: Don’t even think about it. In other 
words, that the scientists 4 years from now, 6 years from now, if 
they believe to protect our security we need to build a replacement 
warhead, that they’re going to be free to make that recommenda-
tion. 

Secretary CHU. That’s correct. If you look at the language both 
in the treaty and in the nuclear posture review, the scientists at 
the National labs are asked to look at all the scientific possibilities 
within the menu of refurbish, replacement, and new designs. There 
is something that says, okay, before you go to detailed engineering 
design, that there’s a pause button. But certainly to look at the sci-
entific capabilities, it would be very prudent to not hold them back 
on any of those options, and that’s the position we’re taking. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you. My time is up. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Lieberman. 
Senator Collins. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary Clinton, you were very clear in answering the chair-

man’s first question about whether there was any secret agreement 
or side deal associated with the negotiations of the New START 
Treaty that would affect missile defense. And you were very clear 
in saying that, no, there were not. 

There’s a press report that came out last night that claims that 
the administration is secretly working with the Russians to con-
clude an agreement that would limit U.S. missile defenses. It goes 
on to say that the administration last month presented a draft 
agreement to the Russians. Is this report accurate? 

Secretary CLINTON. No. I’m not aware of the report, Senator Col-
lins, but, as Secretary Gates said, we have consistently told the 
Russians that if they wish to work with us on missile defense we 
are open to working with them. So maybe there is something lost 
in the translation here, because we have consistently reached out 
to them. We would like them to be part of a broad missile defense 
system that protects against countries like Iran, North Korea, both 
of which they border, by the way, so it is in their interest. 
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But Secretary Gates mentioned that in his opening remarks, so 
if I could ask him to just perhaps add onto what I said. 

Senator COLLINS. Yes. 
Secretary GATES. Well, I have seen—I have just seen a reference 

to the newspaper story that you described, and what I emphasized, 
what I added, frankly, in my opening statement was that whatever 
talks are going on are simply about trying to elicit their willingness 
to partner with us along with the Europeans in terms of a regional 
missile defense. 

But there is nothing in the approaches that have been made to 
the Russians that in any way, shape, or form would impose any 
limits whatsoever on our plans. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. 
Secretary Clinton, and perhaps Secretary Gates on this issue as 

well, one of my chief concerns is that tactical nuclear weapons are 
not addressed by this treaty. The Perry-Schlesinger commission 
noted that Russia has some 3800 tactical nuclear weapons. That’s 
about ten times what is in our inventory. My concern is not just 
about the numbers, but study after study has pointed out that tac-
tical nuclear weapons are particularly vulnerable for theft and di-
version. The administration’s own posture review has noted the 
fear of nuclear terrorism. 

So if the administration believes that today’s most immediate 
and extreme danger is nuclear terrorism—and I would agree with 
that assessment—why doesn’t the New START Treaty address tac-
tical nuclear weapons at all, since they are by far more vulnerable 
to theft and diversion? 

Secretary CLINTON. Senator, we share your concern. The New 
START Treaty was always intended to replace START, and that 
was the decision made by the Bush Administration, which we then 
decided to pursue in order to deal with strategic offensive nuclear 
forces. But we share your concern about tactical nuclear weapons 
and we have raised with the Russians our desire to begin to talk 
with them, now that the New START Treaty has been negotiated, 
about tactical nuclear weapons. 

We have to do this in conjunction with our NATO allies because, 
of course, our principal use of tactical nuclear weapons historically 
has been in Europe, and that’s also where most of the Russian tac-
tical nukes are located, close to their border with Europe. 

I raised this issue at the last NATO ministerial in Talinn, Esto-
nia, received a very positive response from our NATO allies, that 
we will work on our posture toward tactical nukes, because there 
are some in NATO who wanted NATO unilaterally to begin to 
withdraw our own tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, and it’s 
the Obama Administration’s position that we will not do that, that 
we will only pursue reductions in our tactical nuclear weapons in 
concert with cuts in Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons. And that 
was well received by the majority of NATO allies. 

Secretary GATES. I would just add the personal opinion that I 
think any negotiation on tactical nuclear weapons with the Rus-
sians is going to be a very difficult one, and principally because 
they have such a disproportionately larger number deployed than 
we do in Europe, and a lot of them are forward deployed. 
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So I think for the Russians, getting the Russians to agree to any-
thing that ends up providing an equitable status on both sides, if 
you will, will be a very steep hill to climb. I would just add further 
that, in terms of our own capabilities, that the F–35, including the 
aircraft that we’re selling to some of our allies, will be dual capa-
ble. 

Secretary CLINTON. If I could just add one more point, Mr. Chair-
man. I agree with Secretary Gates that negotiating with the Rus-
sians on tactical nuclear weapons will be difficult. But I would un-
derscore the importance of ratifying the New START Treaty to 
have any chance of us beginning to have a serious negotiation over 
tactical nuclear weapons. And I would add, it’s a point that Sec-
retary Gates made earlier: If you look at what we have done in 
reaching out to our NATO allies, it is to prepare us to be able to 
have that discussion within the context of our strategic concept re-
view within NATO, so that we can work toward a unified NATO 
position when we begin having serious discussions with the Rus-
sians. 

But I would underscore the importance of ratifying this treaty in 
order to have any chance of building the level of exchange with the 
Russians that could lead to any kind of verifiable limits ought re-
ductions. 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Collins. 
Senator Ben Nelson. 
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 

to all of you for your service and for being here today. 
I wanted to follow up a little bit on Senator Collins’ comment 

about and your response about working cooperatively with the Rus-
sians in missile defense. In April I hosted the U.S.-Russian Inter- 
Parliamentary Group, which is a 

combination of our United States Senate and the Russian Fed-
eration Council. And our discussions, like those held in many other 
meetings both in Moscow as well as here, have involved the discus-
sions about the prospects of missile defense cooperation. 

It seemed to be a very strong thought with the Federation Coun-
cil that they are interested from the parliamentary side, from the 
legislative side, they’re clearly interested in working cooperatively 
with us on missile defense. Now, I understand they come from 
their own perspective and we come from ours, but at least they’re, 
not only at their executive level with President Medvedev, but now 
at the legislative side as well. I just thought I would mention that. 

And I appreciate Senator Collins raising the question, because 
there are going to be all kinds of rumors and discussions going on 
and characterizations of those discussions that are not always as 
accurate as we would hope that they might be. 

Secretary Gates and Secretary Clinton, the question was raised 
by Senator McCain that relates to an agreement as to whether or 
not there’s a meeting of the minds on this treaty between the Rus-
sians and the United States, President Medvedev and President 
Obama, on the question of what’s in the contract. It appears that 
there’s a meeting of the minds within the contract, but some pos-
turing going on outside the contract. 
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Perhaps it would be helpful for us if you could, if not just today, 
afterwards, submit something to show that this is nothing new, 
that there is always posturing around the agreements and there 
have been instances of posturing in the past, but we entered into 
agreements and, as you say, even in spite of some of the comments 
about whether or not we did certain things or didn’t do certain 
things, they might do certain things. 

Examples of that might be helpful in putting this to rest, because 
the question seems to be is there a meeting of the minds. Let me 
ask you just the question bluntly: Is there a meeting of the minds 
in your opinions? Senator Clinton—Secretary Gates first? 

Secretary GATES. Well, I would just make two comments. First 
of all, I think that there is a meeting of the minds on the value 
of New START between the two presidents. Second point: There is 
no meeting of the minds on missile defense. The Russians hate it. 
They’ve hated it since the late 1960s. They will always hate it, 
mostly because we’ll build it and they won’t. 

So on the issue before the house, the Senate, if you will, there 
is a meeting of the minds. On the peripheral issue that is not part 
of the contract, there is no meeting of the minds. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Senator Clinton, can you be quite as can-
did as that? 

Secretary CLINTON. Of course I can. 
Senator BEN NELSON. Of course. [Laughter.] 
Secretary CLINTON. I think Secretary Gates said it very well. We 

have an agreement. We have a signed agreement. Somebody can 
have a signed, enforceable agreement to buy and sell a car or buy 
and sell a house and then they can go out and make all sorts of 
statements, but it has nothing to do with their obligations under 
the agreement. 

The only point I would add to what Secretary Gates has said is 
that historically in these agreements the Russians have said things 
like that. In my opening testimony I talked about the original 
START Treaty, where before it was signed the same kind of se-
quence. The Russians said if the U.S. pulls out of the ABM Treaty, 
we’re pulling out of START. Well, the U.S. pulled out of the ABM 
Treaty in 2001 and Russia didn’t pull out of START. 

So there is a history. We’ll be happy to for the record give you 
some additional information. But we are very comfortable. I don’t 
think the four of us would be here—and I think you know all of 
us—telling you how comfortable we are with where we believe the 
meeting of the minds occurred and what this treaty means, and the 
fact that, as Admiral Mullen now has said twice in this hearing, 
we have no treaty, we have no verification going on at this mo-
ment. So is it the perfect treaty? I don’t know that such a thing 
exists, but in our very considered opinion it is so much in America’s 
interest to get on with entering into this treaty. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Sort of a reminder of Contracts 101. 
Secretary CLINTON. Yes. Well, as an old law professor, I couldn’t 

resist. 
The other thing I would say, Senator Nelson, is thank you for 

participating in these inter-parliamentary activities. I have to con-
fess, when I sat behind the table I was not as aware of the impor-
tance to our counterparts that these parliamentary meetings hold. 
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I don’t know that we in our Congress appreciate the significance 
of these and the potential opportunities that they offer to us. So 
thank you. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you. 
Admiral MULLEN. Senator Nelson, if I can, just briefly back to 

the meeting of the minds. As I both participated but also watched 
these negotiations, the number of times that the two countries’ 
leaders personally engaged each other and in the details of this I 
thought was extraordinary. So to the points that have been made 
in terms of within the bounds of the treaty the meeting of the 
minds was very evident to me right up to the end, through very 
difficult negotiations. 

Again, the commitment was extraordinary from my perspective 
in terms of their both understanding, participation, and the nego-
tiations. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Nelson. 
Senator Thune. 
Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary Clinton, welcome back to the committee. Secretary 

Gates, nice to have you. Admiral, thank you for your service. Sec-
retary Chu, welcome to the Armed Services Committee. 

Secretary Gates, the administration’s fact sheet on section 1251, 
the report, explains that the U.S. nuclear force structure under the 
treaty could comprise up to 420 ICBMs, 240 SLBMs, and 60 bomb-
ers. Since deployment at the maximum level of all three legs of the 
triad under that explanation add up to about 720 delivery vehicles, 
it is of course mathematically impossible for the U.S. to make such 
a deployment and to be in compliance with the treaty’s limit of 700 
deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. 

Clearly, significant additional decisions are going to have to be 
made with respect to U.S. force structure under the treaty. I would 
be reluctant to cast a vote in favor of the treaty without being fully 
briefed in more precise detail about the plans for our nuclear deliv-
ery force structure. 

My question is, when can this committee expect to receive a more 
precise outline of how the U.S. nuclear force posture will be made 
to comply with this treaty’s limits of 700 deployed nuclear delivery 
vehicles, and will the administration provide a classified briefing to 
those of us who are concerned on the specific planned force struc-
ture for these deployed nuclear delivery vehicles? 

Secretary GATES. Certainly we would be happy to provide a clas-
sified briefing in terms of the options that we have under consider-
ation. Let me say just from the outset that we do not anticipate 
any changes in the force structure under this treaty that would af-
fect current basing either of aircraft or our missiles here in the 
United States. 

The reductions in the treaty do not need to be made until the 
seventh year, and I’m going to ask Admiral Mullen to chime in 
here, but I think our interests are best served as we watch the de-
velopments of the next—my opening statement, as the fact sheet 
did, said here are the categories and the numbers that we are 
working with, and frankly I see no reason for us to make final deci-
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sions within those narrow frameworks until we have a better sense 
of strategic developments with Russia and with other countries as 
well, especially since we have all this time under the treaty. 

But I think that one key point of reassurance again is, of all of 
the options that we’re looking at, the ones that we think we’re like-
ly to implement, that it would not involve closing any of our missile 
bases or changing our basing of our bombers at this point. 

Admiral? 
Admiral MULLEN. Sir, I would just add that the uniformed lead-

ership feels very strongly about not making those decisions before 
they are due. That’s really 7 years out. The strength of the treaty 
as represented in the 1251 and the numbers that you described 
gives us some flexibility. Clearly, as we evolve—we’re at the begin-
ning of looking at what the next submarine looks like in that part 
of the triad. What we wanted was as much flexibility for as long 
as we could have to make that decision, and we saw no need to do 
that now. 

I understand the math. I understand exactly where you are. But 
it just was not—we felt very strongly we wanted to wait as long 
as we could to continue to assure the certainty of each leg of the 
triad as it’s laid out in this treaty. 

Senator THUNE. The press has reported that the administration 
is going to spend about $100 billion over the next 10 years in nu-
clear delivery systems. About $30 billion of that would go toward 
development and acquisition of a new strategic submarine and, ac-
cording to estimates by U.S. Strategic Command, the cost of main-
taining our current dedicated nuclear force is approximately $5.6 
billion per year or about $56 billion over the decade. 

That leaves roundly $14 billion of the $100 billion the adminis-
tration intends to invest, even less if you factor in inflation. That 
$14 billion is not nearly sufficient to develop and acquire a next 
generation bomber, a follow-on ICBM, a follow-on air-launched 
cruise missile, and develop a conventional prompt global strike ca-
pability. So the question is, in light of those figures I just men-
tioned and the fact that you’ve yet to make additional moderniza-
tion decisions, why do you believe that $100 billion is sufficient in-
vestment in our delivery systems over the next decade? 

Admiral MULLEN. From my perspective, Senator, the current in-
vestment is a projection of what we understand right now. We are 
undertaking in the Department a very thorough look of what the 
future with respect to the long range of the next generation bomber 
is, recognizing that the entire infrastructure—sorry—all the sys-
tems are going to go through some modernization over the next 
couple of decades. 

From what I’ve seen inside the Department over time is obvi-
ously when those decisions get made resources get made available 
to support them. So one of the big challenges and concerns right 
now is the next generation missile submarine and, quite frankly, 
replacing it, containing it, containing its costs, and making sure 
that we can in the long run sustain that part of the leg as we look 
at how we’re going to move ahead in the next generation bomber, 
as well as the next generation ICBM. 
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So I’m comfortable right now that the investment there certainly 
supports us moving ahead, and we’ll have to make adjustments 
over time based on where the triad goes specifically. 

Secretary GATES. Senator, I would just say that with that figure 
that you mentioned there are placeholders for each of the mod-
ernization programs because no decisions have been made. They’re 
basically to be decided, and along the lines that Admiral Mullen is 
just describing those are decisions we’re going to have to make over 
the next few years, in terms of we’re going to have to modernize 
these systems and we’re going to have to figure out what we can 
afford. 

Senator THUNE. So at this point we don’t know whether or not 
the administration is going to pursue some of these programs? Is 
that what you’re saying? 

Secretary GATES. I am saying that we have not yet made deci-
sions on how we are going to modernize long-range strike, how we 
are going to modernize the ICBM force. We are in the process. We 
have money in the budget for a new nuclear reactor for the Navy 
for the next generation nuclear submarine, so we are on track in 
that particular area of modernization. 

Senator THUNE. I see my time has expired, Mr. Chairman. But 
there may be some questions I’d like to submit for the record. 

Senator Udall [presiding]: So ordered. And thank you, Senator 
Thune, for your thoughtful comments. 

Chairman Levin has taken a much more dangerous step than his 
support for ratifying this treaty. He’s deputized me to serve as the 
chairman of the committee until he can return. So I will recognize 
myself for 5 minutes. 

I noted that Dr. Kissinger testified in front of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee last month about this treaty, and he said that it’s 
an evolution of treaties that have been negotiated in previous ad-
ministrations of both parties, and its principal provisions are an 
elaboration or a continuation of existing agreements. Therefore, a 
rejection of them would indicate a new period—that a new period 
of American policy had started that might rely largely on the uni-
lateral reliance on its nuclear weapons and would therefore create 
an element of uncertainty in the calculations of both adversaries 
and allies. 

Would any of you like to comment on his statement? Maybe I’ll 
start with the Secretary of State. 

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, we very much agree with that 
assessment. Our Department has been briefing along with our col-
leagues from Defense, from the Joint Chiefs, and from Energy, a 
series of former diplomats and Defense officials and Energy offi-
cials, including Dr. Kissinger. 

I think the overwhelming sentiment is that this treaty is in our 
National security interests and that a failure to ratify this treaty 
would have both foreseen and unforeseen consequences. But one of 
the foreseen consequences is a return to a period of instability and 
unpredictability between the United States and Russia, which 
would not be in our security interests because, given what we view 
as the major threats we face today, nuclear war with Russia is not 
one of them, thank goodness. That is an evolution, as Dr. Kissinger 
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has said, of both political and strategic and economic changes over 
the last years since the Cold War. 

But, human nature being what it is, as Senator Lieberman said, 
if you introduce instability and unpredictability, there is no way 
that we wouldn’t have to be responsive. I think you’ll hear from all 
of us that we think this treaty continues the tradition that other 
treaties have exemplified of making it possible for us to have an 
understanding with, legally binding agreements with, the Russians 
that are very much to our interest as well as to theirs. 

We are working with the Russians on a range of matters. I think 
it would have been very unlikely a year ago that we would have 
seen Russia supporting our sanctions in the United Nations 
against Iran. We have been building confidence with Russia around 
a range of important issues, and this negotiation over the New 
START Treaty, especially as Admiral Mullen said, bringing in both 
of our presidents at a very high level probably a dozen times to 
hammer out some of the particulars in the treaty, has really been 
to our National security interest. 

So that is I think very much in support of what Dr. Kissinger 
testified to. 

Secretary GATES. I would just add one point. Secretary Clinton 
in her opening statement talked about the contribution the treaty 
provides in terms of transparency, predictability, and stability. One 
of the strategic developments that we see going on that hasn’t been 
mentioned in this hearing is that the Russians are over a period 
of time reducing their reliance—reducing the size of their conven-
tional forces, for a variety of economic, demographic, and other rea-
sons. 

As they reduce their size of their conventional forces, they are 
particularly focused on the modernization of their strategic forces, 
and particularly their nuclear capabilities. I think that from our 
National security standpoint having this treaty that provides the 
transparency, predictability, and stability in that kind of an evolv-
ing environment is very much in the interests of the United States. 

Senator UDALL. Admiral Mullen, would you care to comment if 
there’s any ramifications here for mil to mil relationships? 

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, I’ve worked this multiple times with 
my counterpart and our staffs. I guess I’d characterize it the same 
way as I did between the two countries’ leaders: very difficult, very 
challenging, strong positions. Many of the issues that have been 
raised here, the one of tactical nuclear weapons, the issues of mis-
sile defense, the issues of telemetry. 

But I was actually in the end very encouraged, though the nego-
tiations were difficult, with the willingness to move to a position 
to get to this treaty from the Russian military perspective, obvi-
ously the two countries, but in particular the Russian military per-
spective. So I am encouraged by that. 

Part of that I think is also represented in the increased mil to 
mil relationships across the board, this being a big piece of it. For 
myself and my counterpart to say when we get through with this, 
which we have, that this is indicative of the kinds of things we can 
do in many other areas. Counterterrorism is something that imme-
diately comes to mind, counter-piracy. So from where we were to 
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where we are over even the last couple of years, it’s improved dra-
matically. And this is a big piece of it. 

Senator UDALL. My time has expired and I’m going to recognize 
Senator Brown next. But let me make two short final comments. 
It’s a very powerful picture to have the four of you sitting here rep-
resenting a broad set of viewpoints supporting the treaty. Thank 
you for taking your time to be here. 

Then second, I read with great interest and Secretary Clinton, 
Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen and I think Secretary Chu as 
well, you are aware of the Hagel- Hart commission work on our 
policy towards Russia. They talk about a realpolitik that Dr. Kis-
singer in effect is the leading practitioner of, and there are ways 
in which they point out we can work with Russia, there are ways 
in which we can’t, there are cultural and historical differences. 

But the points you make about expanding our relationship 
through the approval of this treaty are really powerful ones. So 
thank you again for being here. 

Senator Brown, you’re recognized. 
Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you to our panel. Secretary Clinton, thank you for your 

leadership on this treaty and everything you’ve been doing, keeping 
us informed, which is very helpful to me as the kind of new kid 
on the block. 

I have a great concern about Iran and I find that their nuclear 
ambitions are more destabilizing than actually us getting a handle 
on the U.S.-Russian relationship. I’m wondering, in your negotia-
tions with Russia have you been able to broach that subject with 
Russia? I can’t imagine that they would like a nuclear Iran to help 
destabilize that region and potentially export their brand of ter-
rorism in many instances around the world and the region. 

Any comment on that? 
Secretary CLINTON. Thank you very much, Senator, and welcome 

to this committee. 
Senator BROWN. Thank you. 
Secretary CLINTON. I think your concerns are very well placed. 

We—obviously, the four of us and many, many others in the gov-
ernment spend a great deal of our time thinking about Iran, how 
to prevent it from obtaining nuclear weapons. I believe that our 
close cooperation with Russia on negotiating this New START 
Treaty added significantly to our ability to work with them regard-
ing Iran. 

Three quick examples. Because we developed very good working 
relationship, despite our disagreements on the New START Treaty, 
between our militaries and our civilian leadership, I think it gave 
us just a better base on which to raise the concerns about Iran. It 
took a while to make the case to the Russians that Iran indeed was 
pursuing not just a peaceful civil nuclear capacity, but in our view 
poised to pursue nuclear weapons. 

Once they became convinced that there was some concern there, 
they began working with us. In the fall we reached an agreement 
with Russia and France to try to get Iran to demonstrate some 
good faith by shipping out its low enriched uranium to outside of 
Iran to be enriched and then returned, and the Russians stood with 
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us. They stood with us through all the ups and downs of that nego-
tiation. 

Finally, the Russians have consistently made it clear that they 
share our concerns now about a nuclear-armed Iran. It’s hard to 
draw a straight line from the many ways we’ve been cooperating 
with them, but I think in human relations, Senator, you do have 
to build the relationship, and we’ve been doing that at the highest 
levels between our presidents and then between our counterparts. 
You saw the results with the Security Council vote. 

You’ll see President Medvedev coming here next week for a sum-
mit with President Obama, where we now have a very comprehen-
sive set of issues that we engage on very openly, candidly, not al-
ways in agreement, but nevertheless we feel like we’ve made a very 
strong basis for further work on what we see as some of our major 
threats, namely a country like Iran getting nuclear weapons, ter-
rorists getting nuclear, access to nuclear materials, and Russia is 
now very much working with us. 

Senator BROWN. Well, thank you. I would encourage you to con-
tinue that relationship because I find it disturbing that, with all 
the efforts we’re trying to do, Russia and France are still contrib-
uting greatly financially to the regime and allowing them to cir-
cumvent some of those sanctions. So I would appreciate your con-
tinued leadership on that. 

Secretary GATES. Senator, I might just point out, because you’ve 
just put your finger on a kind of schizophrenic Russian approach 
to this. When I was in— 

Senator BROWN. I’m glad you said that. Thank you. 
Secretary GATES. When I was in Moscow 3 years ago, then-Presi-

dent Putin told me that he considered Iran Russia’s greatest na-
tional security threat. Within the same time frame, one of their 
deputy prime ministers told me, he said: You know, they don’t need 
a missile to deliver a nuclear weapon to Russia. 

At the same time, the Russians are seeing this growth of ter-
rorism in the Caucasus that is a deep concern to them. And yet 
they have these commercial interests in Iran that go back more 
than 20 years. In 1992 I raised, when I visited Moscow as the first 
head of CIA, I raised this with my counterpart about their support 
for the nuclear reactor in Iran. And we went back and forth, and 
finally he said: It’s all about the money. 

So I think that it is this balancing act in Russia. They recognize 
the security threat that Iran presents, but then there are these 
commercial opportunities which, frankly, are not unique to them in 
Europe. 

Senator BROWN. Thank you for that add-on, Mr. Secretary. 
I have one final question, and that is, I’m always wrestling with 

our reduction in the strategic nuclear warheads to 1,550 while the 
Russians will continue to deploy at least 3800 tactical nuclear war-
heads in addition to their strategic nuclear warheads, and as a re-
sult the Russians maintain a ten to one superiority in tactical nu-
clear weapons and their tactical nuclear weapons will outnumber 
our strategic nuclear weapons by two to one. 

I’m just trying to wrestle with—how does that work in terms of 
the numbers? Because you can deploy some of these weapons on 
submarines, move close to our coast. It seems that—I’m trying to 
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get a handle on how that’s creating stability within the—and I di-
rect this to the Secretary—how this is creating nuclear stability 
and a favorable manner for us and our allies. 

Secretary GATES. Well, it is a concern, obviously. The strategic 
arms talks have always focused strictly on the strategic weapons, 
ICBMs, SLBMs, and long-range heavy bombers. I would just—the 
Europeans are clearly concerned about this. There is a huge dis-
parity in the number of those deployed weapons in Europe, as you 
suggest. 

I think that there is a general feeling on our part, and certainly 
on the part of our European allies, that the next step needs to in-
volve—in our discussions on arms control with the Russians— 
needs to address this issue. I would just echo something Secretary 
Clinton said earlier in the hearing. We will never get to that step 
with the Russians on tactical nukes if this treaty on strategic nu-
clear weapons is not ratified. 

Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired. 
Chairman LEVIN [presiding] Thank you, Senator Brown. 
Just a quick comment if I can on something which was raised, 

I think, and I came back in the middle of the answer, on the com-
mercial relationship between Russia and Iran. I understand—and, 
Secretary Clinton, perhaps you can confirm this—that following the 
UN resolution adoption of sanctions that Russia finally has actu-
ally cancelled the sale of the S–300 to Russia. Now, there are dif-
ferent reports we get on that, but—I’m sorry, the sale to Iran. Did 
I say to Russia? The Russia sale to Iran of those anti-air systems. 

Do you know if that’s accurate? 
Secretary CLINTON. I will check on this, Mr. Chairman. My recol-

lection is that they announced once again a postponement, an in-
definite suspension. I think we have to sort of separate out—and 
we can get more information for both Senator Brown and the com-
mittee. Iran is entitled to civil peaceful nuclear energy. 

Chairman LEVIN. We understand that. 
Secretary CLINTON. So the Russians have consistently been work-

ing on the reactor at Bushehr and providing such support. Until 
the recent UN Security Council resolution, you could make an ar-
gument that they were also entitled to defensive weapons, which 
the S–300 are claimed to be. The Russians over the past 15 
months, in part I would argue because of our relationship-building, 
have never delivered those and have consistently postponed it. 

So I will doublecheck. If they’ve cancelled the sale, I’m not aware 
of it. But I am very much aware and supportive of their continuing 
suspension. 

Chairman LEVIN. It’s a very significant development if they not 
only have postponed it, which they have regularly, and we’re very 
happy they’ve done so because of the statement that that makes to 
Iran. But I think there was a report that they actually went be-
yond that following the UN resolution. 

Secretary CLINTON. Well, I think that what they said is they 
would not deliver the system. So is that a cancellation or is that 
an indefinite suspension? Either way it’s good news because they 
will not deliver the security. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
Senator Hagan. 
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Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Once again, thank you to all of you testifying today certainly for 

the work that you’re doing for our country. I think we all appre-
ciate that very, very much. 

I wanted to talk just a minute about the recruitment and reten-
tion of nuclear scientists and engineers. Responsible stockpile stew-
ardship management requires modernized infrastructure and a 
highly capable work force to sustain the nuclear deterrent. Our 
labs cannot anticipate potential problems and reduce their impact 
on our nuclear arsenal without being appropriately resourced. 

I’m concerned that our ability to recruit and retain nuclear sci-
entists and engineers is threatened by a lack of financial stability 
in the stockpile stewardship and life extension program, as well as 
the perceived lack of importance. This has affected the National 
Nuclear Security Administration’s ability to recruit and retain the 
best and the brightest. 

Secretary Chu, could you describe, please, what the heads of Los 
Alamos, Lawrence Livermore, and Sandia have said regarding the 
negative impact budgetary pressures are having on their ability to 
manage our nuclear arsenal without testing? 

Secretary CHU. Certainly. Well, Senator, this is a very big con-
cern. When I became Secretary of Energy and looked at the frac-
tion of the NNSA budget that was devoted to the scientific and 
technology programs that goes directly to what you speak of, the 
intellectual capabilities, that fraction of budget was declining, was 
on a 10-year path to going in half. 

So I said we have to stop this, we have to reverse this. So in the 
last year and in this budget for 2011 we’re on a path to rebuild 
that. It’s vital because there is a population bulge that is nearing 
retirement and we need the very best people in order to carry this 
stockpile stewardship program, the nonproliferation program, our 
obligations to provide safe, secure, and reliable weapons going for-
ward. 

We believe we can do this and in the proposed budget of 2011 
and in the out years that’s the path we’re taking. There is also an 
issue of the fact that in order to recruit the best and brightest they 
have to be convinced that the country cares about this. They have 
to be convinced because essentially these people go black in a cer-
tain sense. They disappear and they can’t publish and a lot of their 
best work cannot be published in the open literature. 

But if they are convinced that the United States does deeply care 
about this and it is such a vital part of our National security, we 
can get those people. It also depends on the facilities. You have to 
continue to maintain and modernize those facilities. 

The plans in this budget go to all, speak to all those things. 
Senator HAGAN. It’s also interesting, I was talking to some indi-

viduals with an energy company just recently and, due to the fact 
that we haven’t been building nuclear power plants, there has been 
a vacuum of nuclear engineers. This company is actually helping 
to fund nuclear engineering programs at several universities be-
cause of the need for nuclear engineers and scientists. 

Secretary CHU. That doesn’t directly impact the NNSA mission, 
but certainly within the nuclear engineering side in another part 
of the Department, the nuclear energy side, we have been consist-
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ently giving out on the scale of $5 million to students for ad-
vanced—this is master’s and Ph.D. mostly, and we’re looking to im-
prove that. 

There’s certainly been—we anticipate there is—there is now a 
shortage and there will be an increasing shortage as the world 
looks to nuclear energy as part of the solution to decreasing carbon 
emissions. 

Senator HAGAN. Some experts indicate that if the Senate does 
not ratify the New START Treaty it can potentially send conflicting 
messages about the administration’s emphasis and commitment to 
nonproliferation and the Nonproliferation Treaty. Some experts add 
that ratifying the New START Treaty will send a positive message 
in achieving consensus with other countries on nuclear issues. In 
other words, if the two nations that possess the most nuclear weap-
ons, us and Russia, agree on verification and compliance with nu-
clear weapons and are committed to nonproliferation, it is possible 
to achieve consensus with other countries. 

It is important to encourage non-nuclear states to sign and abide 
by the Nonproliferation Treaty. Ratifying this treaty will dem-
onstrate our commitment to nonproliferation, sending a message 
and isolating Iran. In April of ’09 during a Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee hearing on the New START Treaty, Dr. James 
Schlesinger indicated that at this juncture for the U.S. to not ratify 
the treaty it would have a detrimental effect on our ability to influ-
ence other nations with regard to nonproliferation. 

Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, if the Senate does not 
ratify the New START Treaty what implications will that have on 
gaining international consensus on the Nonproliferation Treaty? 

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, I think your question really 
summarized our concerns. We have seen positive response because 
of our commitment to this treaty, because of President Obama’s 
speech in Prague, because of our active involvement in the Non-
proliferation Treaty review conference. Because we have been will-
ing to work toward further disarmament goals with Russia, that 
has given a boost to nonproliferation efforts globally. 

Just speaking personally from my exchanges with my counter-
parts in NATO and elsewhere, it was a great boost to our leader-
ship in moving the nonproliferation agenda. I think we saw that in 
getting an agreement out of the NPT Rev Con, which the United 
States was not able to do in 2005, in the very positive response 
from our NATO allies, many of whom still very clearly have doubts 
about Russia, those in Eastern and Central Europe, and in our con-
versations coming out of our nuclear posture review and the Na-
tional security statement that has recently been put out. 

So I think the premise of your question is absolutely the case, 
that we have been able to obtain concessions and move this greater 
agenda forward because of our work with Russia on this treaty. 

Secretary GATES. I have nothing to add to that. 
Senator HAGAN. Thank you. 
My time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Hagan. 
Senator Chambliss. 
Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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To the panel, thanks for what you do, not only on this particular 
issue, but your service to our country. We appreciate you very 
much. 

Pretty obvious that, based on the questions that have been 
asked, there’s a real issue regarding not just missile defense, but 
the comments that have been made by the Russians and, as Sen-
ator McCain said, they’ve been so strong and so direct. I don’t know 
whether there’s been any challenge to that on the part of the ad-
ministration to President Medvedev, but certainly he’s going to be 
here, as you say, next week. He’s going to be meeting with the 
President. He’ll also be meeting with some members on the Hill. 
So there will be an opportunity to clarify this. I hope the President 
challenges him on it, because it is a key issue with respect to 
where we go. 

With that in mind, to Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, I 
want to focus on what I see as relevant decision points with respect 
to missile defense and what factors the U.S. will consider when 
making these decisions. First of all, some of my colleagues have 
stated that in the overall context of U.S. national security the issue 
of missile defense may be more important than any agreement that 
the U.S. and Russia enter into regarding nuclear weapons. That’s 
because we’re much less likely, as both Secretary Clinton and Sec-
retary Gates have alluded to today, to face a nuclear conflict with 
the Russians than we are to be attacked or threatened by a rogue 
nation or a terrorist group that possesses nuclear weapons. 

I agree with that perspective and that’s why we need a robust 
missile defense system, not to protect us from the Russians, but to 
protect us from primarily rogue nations. Secretary Gates, I think 
you even spoke to this issue directly in previous testimony. 

Now to my question. In the 2020 time frame, the United States 
is currently planning to deploy the SM–3 Block 2B missile in Eu-
rope and, although it is intended to defend against launches from 
the Middle East, the missile will have an ICBM intercept capability 
and could represent under this treaty from the Russian perspective 
a qualitative or quantitative improvement in U.S. missile defenses 
that could provoke a Russian withdrawal from the treaty. 

Assuming the threat to the U.S. and our European allies still 
warrants deploying the SM–3 Block 2B missile around the 2020 
time frame, and assuming that you were in your current position 
when that decision needed to be made, would you recommend the 
United States deploy this system regardless of the Russian re-
sponse? 

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir, I would. I think that the kind of mis-
sile threat that we face from rogue states such as Iran and North 
Korea is such a problem, and I think by 2020 we may well see it 
from other states, especially if we’re unsuccessful in stopping Iran 
from building nuclear weapons. I think you’ll see proliferation in 
the Middle East of nuclear weapons and probably missiles. So I 
think that the need will be even greater perhaps by that time. 

So fast forwarding 10 years, it seems to me that the plan that 
we have laid out and the developments that we’ve laid out as part 
of the Phased Adaptive Array, plus keeping the ground-based inter-
ceptors in Alaska and Vandenberg and continuing to upgrade those 
for the longer range missiles, would be absolutely essential. 
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I would say there’s one other reason why I think we would need 
to do this, and that is because one of the elements of the intel-
ligence that contributed to the decision on the Phased Adaptive 
Array was the realization that if Iran were actually to launch a 
missile attack on Europe it wouldn’t be just of one or two missiles 
or a handful; it would more likely be a salvo kind of attack, where 
you would be dealing potentially with scores or even hundreds of 
missiles. So the kind of capability that we’re talking about with the 
SM–3 Block 2B would give us the ability to protect our troops, our 
bases, our facilities, and our allies in Europe. 

So for all those reasons, that would be my recommendation if, 
God forbid, I were still in this job 10 years from now. 

Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Secretary, you didn’t think you would be 
there now. So who knows. 

Secretary Clinton, I assume you concur with that? 
Secretary CLINTON. Yes, I do, Senator, completely. 
Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you. 
Chairman LEVIN. What, with the ‘‘God forbid’’ part? 
Secretary CLINTON. The whole thing, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.] 
Senator CHAMBLISS. Well, frankly, that makes it much more com-

forting. I assumed that that was the case, Mr. Secretary, but it is 
much more comforting to us. 

My time is up, so I don’t have time to get into the issue of rail 
mobile launched weapons, which this treaty is silent on. We know 
the Russians have a history of that. As I read the treaty, those 
would be exempt, would not be counted, and that could be a serious 
issue for a number of us. I will submit a question for the record 
to you relative to rail as well as sea and air-launched ICBMs. 

But lastly, just to comment, with the complexity of this issue and 
the obvious determination on the part of the administration, as has 
been expressed by each of you today, I don’t know whether you’ve 
given any thought to doing a red team on this. But with all the 
complexities and the difficulties on this side, I would hope maybe 
you’d give some thought to having a red team look at this, so that 
we can be better prepared to move as quickly as what you folks ob-
viously want us to move. 

Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss. 
Senator Burris. 
Senator BURRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to add my thanks to these four distinguished Ameri-

cans for your service to the country. Admiral Mullen, I would just 
like to ask you, was any of the war-gaming done to determine 
whether we still will be able to respond effectively to a provocation 
if our nuclear arsenal is reduced to the level that’s indicated in the 
treaty? 

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, the analysis that was done prior to 
and in support of the negotiations with respect to that from a mili-
tary capabilities standpoint was extensive. The uniformed leader-
ship, one, is aware of that; and two, certainly took that into consid-
eration as we arrived at our positions and comfort level with the 
provisions that are in the treaty. 

Senator BURRIS. Senator Chu, you just heard Senator Hagan 
raise a question about the training and the talent pool of our sci-
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entists and engineers. Are we really training enough at our univer-
sities, and are we doing—do we have a role in—that is, the Depart-
ment—in assisting in their training process so that we can have 
the brain power to deal with this new technology? 

Secretary CHU. Well, I think the American research universities 
that train the type of people that we seek in the NNSA and the 
National labs are doing an excellent job. It’s really a matter of re-
cruiting the best of those, some of the best of those people, into— 

Senator BURRIS. Is money a problem, salaries? 
Secretary CHU. No. I think the intellectual challenge, the impor-

tance of the work, the facilities you will have access to are the real 
issues. If you were in it to look for money, you would not go into 
science. 

Senator BURRIS. Secretary Clinton, you said that the treaty will 
reduce the number of nuclear weapons. I’m not one to really de-
pend on newspaper articles, but let me just see what you and Sec-
retary Gates’ thoughts are on this article that just came out yester-
day. It was an op-ed piece published in the Washington Times on 
June 16, and Keith Payne comments that Russian strategic ana-
lysts have noted that the New START Treaty does not require any 
real reduction in the Russian nuclear arsenal. To quote him, he 
says: ‘‘The new treaty is an agreement to reducing the American 
and not the Russian strategic nuclear force. In fact, the latter will 
be reduced in any case because of the massive removal from the 
order of battle of obsolete arms and a one at a time introduction 
of a new system.’’ 

Russian defense journalist Alexander Gaut also noted in the 
Washington Times that Russia will ‘‘fulfil its pledge without elimi-
nating a single actual weapon.’’ The same is true regarding war-
heads. 

Is there any truth to this article, Secretaries? 
Secretary GATES. Well, let me start. It looks like three of us are 

ready. But I would just comment in very simplistic terms: The Rus-
sians, the number of their strategic nuclear delivery vehicles is in 
fact below the treaty limits, but the number of warheads is above 
the treaty limits. So they will have to take down warheads. 

Secretary CLINTON. That’s correct, Senator. We can give you ad-
ditional material to respond. You will find there are, unfortunately, 
a number of commentators or analysts who just don’t believe in 
arms control treaties at all and from my perspective are very unfor-
tunately slanting a lot of what they say. This is a perfect example 
of that, because, as Secretary Gates just pointed out, there would 
be reductions on the Russian side. 

Senator BURRIS. That’s very interesting, how they can have these 
conflicting analyses of what really is there. 

Secretary Gates, Secretary Clinton, you answered the question 
on Iran. I’d like to raise one here. As you know, Iran and North 
Korea have been pursuing the technology for nuclear weapons. Will 
the treaty change if they manage to develop these nuclear weap-
ons? Will there be any changes in our treaty, New STARt, with 
Russia if these two countries come up with nuclear weapons? 

Secretary GATES. No. We think that the North Koreans already 
have them. As we’ve talked earlier in the hearing, we clearly are 
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committed to preventing Iran from getting them. But it would have 
no impact on this treaty. 

Senator BURRIS. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Burris. 
It’s now 11:30 and we’re going to have just maybe a couple min-

utes second round. Secretary, if you’re able to stay. If not, we un-
derstand that. Do you want to stay on for a few more minutes? 

Secretary, is there any military need for a new nuclear weapon 
at this time? 

Secretary GATES. To the best of my knowledge, no. 
Chairman LEVIN. Admiral? 
Admiral MULLEN. Same answer. 
Chairman LEVIN. I want to go back to this language in these 

statements, because I went back and looked at the statements in 
START I and they are incredibly similar, so much that the opening 
words to the statement are exactly the same. On the U.S.-Soviet 
negotiations, they said that ‘‘This treaty″—the Soviets—″may be ef-
fective and viable only under the conditions of compliance with the 
ABM Treaty.’’ 

And they said: ‘‘The extraordinary events referred to in’’ such 
and such an article, which is the supreme national interests allow-
ing withdrawal—″include events relating to withdrawal by one of 
the parties.’’ 

We then issued our statement saying no, it doesn’t, basically. But 
their statement has the same format, with the same opening 
words, as a matter of fact, for each. 

So this START I Treaty was negotiated by the first President 
Bush, is that correct, with the same kind of statements, unilateral 
statements, that were made after the treaty was agreed to? You 
both—I think you’ve all indicated that either side has a right under 
that treaty to withdraw if its supreme national interests indicate 
it, and under this pending treaty; is that correct? 

So if the Russians, for whatever reason, they decided their su-
preme national interest required them to withdraw, they can with-
draw. But if they withdraw—and even if they don’t withdraw—we 
could withdraw if our supreme national interests so indicated to us. 
Is that correct, Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates? 

Secretary CLINTON. Yes. 
Chairman LEVIN. Can we take your nodding of the head? 
Secretary GATES. Yes. 
Chairman LEVIN. So I would hope that we would treat these kind 

of unilateral declarations the same with the current administration 
as was the case with the first President Bush. The analogies are 
so close, they’re almost perfect. Nothing is quite perfect in this life, 
but that’s about as close as you can come. 

Finally, on the statement of Russia, cooperating with Russia in 
terms of missile defense. The cooperation which you’re talking 
about to the Russians is the possible addition of information from 
their radar to a missile defense system. They’re essentially joining 
up to make more capable what we are going to proceed with in the 
area of missile defense; is that correct? 

Secretary GATES. Yes. 
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Chairman LEVIN. And it’s not a limitation on us; it’s a possible 
addition to the capability of our anti-ballistic missile system. 

Secretary GATES. It would be an expansion. 
Chairman LEVIN. An expansion or additional capability, which 

would be a very powerful statement to Iran, just like the recent 
sanction vote in the UN was a powerful statement to Iran they are 
more and more isolated, not just from people who have tradition-
ally been very outspoken about the threat, but now even from the 
Russians and the Chinese. 

So if we could negotiate something with the Russians for them 
to expand and add capability to a missile defense system that was 
essentially a defense against an Iranian threat, would you agree, 
Secretary Gates, that that would be an extraordinarily powerful 
statement to Iran about their tightening and tightening isolation? 

Secretary GATES. Yes, I do. 
Chairman LEVIN. And do you agree with that, Secretary Clinton? 
Secretary CLINTON. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, if I could, just on a follow-up to your last ques-

tions, which I very much appreciate. I want to ensure that the 
record is clear on one additional point. Senator Collins raised a cer-
tain press report about a U.S.- Russia deal to limit U.S. missile de-
fenses and I want to be as clear as I possibly can. Number one, 
there is no secret deal. 

Number two, there is no plan to limit U.S. missile defenses, ei-
ther in this treaty or in any other way. 

Number three, on that score the story is dead wrong. I want to 
be very clear about that because I don’t want anyone using what 
is yet again another inaccurate story to argue against this treaty. 
As Secretary Gates and I have both said, we will continue to ex-
plore missile defense cooperation with Russia, but the talks are not 
secret and there is nothing on the table or even in the wildest con-
templation that would involve any limits on our missile defense. In-
stead, we’re seeing to see whether they can be expanded with addi-
tional capabilities for our security. 

Chairman LEVIN. Which would then be an additional powerful 
weapon against the great threat that is out there, which is Iran. 

Secretary CLINTON. That’s correct. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
Senator Brown. 
Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I merely wanted to continue listening and learning. First of all, 

I know the Secretary is under time restraints, and I know we’re 
going to have additional hearings. But I do want to just throw this 
out there. For me it’s also a trust and verification issue. In the 
back of my mind I’m saying, yes, we’re going to do all these won-
derful things, but how can we actually verify and ensure that we’re 
not being misled. 

I don’t have a question. I just want you to know that’s where my 
head’s at. If you can reach out off line to let me know, that would 
be wonderful. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your leadership in holding these 
hearings. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Brown. 
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Now, Senator McCaskill has questions, but not of you, appar-
ently, Secretary Gates. 

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, I do. 
Chairman LEVIN. Oh, you have to go, too, yes. I wasn’t going to 

say it, but they are for you, Admiral. 
So again, Secretary, thank you so much. I know you stayed be-

yond what you thought you would be able to. 
So, Senator McCaskill, your timing, as always, is perfect. 
Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you. 
Thank you all for being here. I appreciate it. I have been fol-

lowing most of the hearing, even though I have not been here phys-
ically. 

I know Secretary Gates said earlier that all 18 B–2s will be re-
tained, Admiral Mullen. Obviously this is of great concern because 
we are proud to house all of the B–2 fleet in the 509th Bomb Wing 
at Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri. Talk a little bit about a 
practical perspective. What should Whiteman expect in terms of in-
spections and verification visits from Russia, and how can we—how 
can I reassure all the great folks at Whiteman that the technology 
and the secrets that we have with the B–2 fleet will not be in any 
way compromised? 

Admiral MULLEN. With respect to the future of both—actually, 
the future capability, the capability which you describe is abso-
lutely critical. One of the areas that we looked very carefully at 
throughout the analysis and negotiation was the preservation of 
the three legs, and then in the future what kind of—what does that 
mean for the future force structure. 

We don’t have to make any significant—any decisions with re-
spect to that until 7 years into the treaty. In terms of preserving 
the capability that we have, the technical capability that we have, 
there is nothing—from my perspective, there is nothing in this 
treaty in terms of verification which would threaten that under-
standing. The treaty has a provision for 18 inspections a year, 10 
of which are what I would call operational kinds of inspections and 
8 of which are administrative kinds of inspections in support of the 
verification regime. 

There are more in terms of verifying the number of warheads, if 
you will. That’s a provision literally for each, that’s there for each 
system. That’s I think an important strength of this verification 
treaty on both sides. 

But in terms of protecting our capability and the investment that 
we’ve made in both technology and systems and people, this treaty 
will more than do that. So we do have a great, great group of peo-
ple at Whiteman, as we do in this enterprise, the nuclear enter-
prise, throughout the military, and I don’t think they need to worry 
about that at all. 

Senator MCCASKILL. First, Secretary Clinton, let me reiterate 
again for the record how proud you make our country, the job you 
do around the world. I think you reflect so well on our Nation and 
I think you’re doing masterful work under very difficult cir-
cumstances. We have so many places to worry about right now. 

I would be curious from you what you see the consequences of 
not ratifying the treaty, particularly as it relates to the deterrence 
of the rogue extremists that we are dealing with around the world. 
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If you would, if you would speak to what happens if we can’t get 
this done? 

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, I think you’ve really put into 
words what our greatest fear is, because we believe that the con-
sequences of not ratifying this treaty would have very serious im-
pacts on our relationship with Russia and would frankly give aid 
and comfort to a lot of the adversaries we face around the world. 

With respect to the first, it would not only disadvantage us be-
cause we wouldn’t have the transparency, the verification regime, 
to know what is going on inside Russia, but it would very much 
undermine the relationship that President Obama has been leading 
us to establish to provide more confidence between the United 
States and Russia so that together we can tackle the threats posed 
by Iran, North Korea, and networks of terrorists. 

Second, it would, unfortunately, turn back our efforts to try to 
unify the international community against those threats. We’ve 
made progress with Russia, and Russia has influence with a num-
ber of other countries, to begin to recognize that the Cold War is 
over, the standoff between the United States and the former Soviet 
Union is a thing of the past. Thankfully, we can look for other 
ways to build confidence and trust between us, which is imperative 
given the very real threats of nuclear-armed rogue states and net-
works of terrorists. 

At the nuclear security summit which the President called and 
led, for the first time we got more than 45 nations to come together 
to acknowledge the obvious, that we all face the threat of these nu-
clear materials falling into the wrong hands, and therefore we have 
to come to some new understandings, work more closely together. 
I think Russia is an absolutely critical partner in our efforts to do 
that. 

Senator MCCASKILL. What is the confidence level that we have 
in terms of the Russian military, their ability to implement, espe-
cially if you look at the current economic state of Russia? Do we 
have the kind of confidence we need to have in their ability to im-
plement within the Russian military? 

Admiral MULLEN. Overall, yes, ma’am. I have watched from my 
perspective since 2004 the evolution of the Russian military, both 
when I was stationed in Europe and dealing with them more di-
rectly, literally from an operational force perspective, up to now. 
They have—from my perspective, they have made a significant de-
cision and a shift to invest in their strategic forces. I’ve watched 
them modernize them, put the money in, conduct the training, 
where they have certainly been challenged economically and fis-
cally in their own defense budget. 

But this is an area that they continue to focus on and invest in. 
I’ve seen it and I’ve also had that reaffirmed by the head of their 
navy when I was the head of our Navy, as well as when I was in 
Europe in my Navy job, and certainly from the current—actually, 
the last two heads of the Russian general staff, in my current job. 

So they’re very committed to getting this done. 
Secretary CLINTON. Senator, if I could just add something to 

what Admiral Mullen said, because I think this is another very key 
point. Secretary Gates referred to it. This treaty may seem modest 
in scope, but given the changes in Russian military posture where 
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they are moving away from reliance on a large land-based army 
and conventional weapons to focus what may be scarcer resources 
on their strategic capacity, I think this treaty actually is more sig-
nificant, because as the Russian military makes these changes our 
relationship with them in this going on strategic nuclear offensive 
weapons gives us actually more insight into what their future 
plans are. So it’s a look forward as opposed to a static look or a 
look backwards. 

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, I think this treaty represents yet an-
other opportunity where we have to talk about proving a negative. 
That is, what happens if we don’t? What are we preventing by 
doing it? That’s always tough, but I’m firmly convinced that this 
treaty is so much preferable to the alternative, and I appreciate all 
of you being here today and enduring. Secretary Chu, thank you 
for all your good work. You maybe more so than the others on the 
panel are wearing lots of different hats right now. So maybe it’s a 
relief to not spend all morning talking about oil. We welcome you, 
Hillary, and thank you all for your service to our country. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCaskill. 
Senator Brown had a question or a request. 
Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m hopeful I could 

submit some questions for the record a little later. 
Chairman LEVIN. Absolutely. Those questions will be welcome, 

and the witnesses are alerted that we would hope for prompt an-
swers. 

We’re very grateful to all of you for again your service. We don’t 
want to not mention that, not just for being here today, but really 
for your extraordinary service. I’m not going to go through that 
service because we all want to probably get to lunch. But I would, 
if you can delay for a couple moments before you leave, Secretary 
Clinton, I have something that I would like to talk to you about 
if we could. 

Our hearing is adjourned. It was a very, very useful hearing. We 
thank all our witnesses. 

[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the committee adjourned.] 
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