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HEARI NG TO RECEI VE TESTI MONY ON

REG ONAL NUCLEAR DETERRENCE

Tuesday, March 28, 2023

U S. Senate

Subcomm ttee on Strategic
For ces

Conmittee on Arnmed Services

Washi ngton, D.C.

The subconm ttee net, pursuant to notice, at 4:52 p.m
I n Room SR-222, Russell Senate O fice Building, Hon. Angus
Ki ng, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding.

Comm ttee Menbers Present: King [presiding], Fischer,

Cotton, and Tuberville.
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OPENI NG STATEMENT OF HON. ANGUS KI NG U.S. SENATOR
FROM MAI NE

Senator King: This hearing of the Strategic Forces
Subcommittee of the United States Senate Committee on Arned
Services will conme to order.

| first want to thank our witnesses for joining us at
today' s hearing on regional nuclear deterrence. Today's
heari ng may sound sonmewhat esoteric but it is deadly serious
to our national security. W have debated strategic
deterrence extensively in this commttee and, in fact, the
2022 Nucl ear Posture Review concentrated on our nucl ear use
policy, nodernizing our triad so that we m ght ensure that
we are never coerced by a near peer adversary such as Russia
or Chi na.

The question we ask today is about regional nuclear
deterrence. |In other words, how can we ensure a
conventional conflict wth a near peer adversary or a
conflict between two nucl ear-arned adversaries does not
resort to the use of nuclear weapons, which then escal ates
into a broader nucl ear exchange? This is the nuclear
escal ati on | adder that theorists have worried about for
decades.

Today Ukraine is an exanpl e of regional nuclear
deterrence. Russia's strategic triad is certainly sonething

that the United States nust take account of in terns of its
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i nvol venent in the conflict. Manwhile, our extended NATO
deterrent has prevented Russia fromintervening directly
with NATO allies. However, that is not the end of this

di | emma.

Russia has a doctrine referred to as "Escalate to
Deescal ate,” which is when they feel that they are in danger
of being conventionally overmatched and their country's
existence is at stake. It will involve first using | ow
yi el d weapons to stun any opponent. WII| taking back Crinea
trigger this doctrine? WII| taking back sonme of the
property, the land that Russia has allegedly annexed trigger
this doctrine? W know Russia is running | ow on
conventional munitions. |If Russia enters into a conflict
with a NATO ally wll they quickly resort to lowyield
weapons?

| hope today's hearing inforns us as to whet her our
deterrent is appropriately tailored for such a regiona
conflict. Are we self-deterred with our high-yield arsena
of ICBMs and SLBMs? There is a debate about bringing back a
| owyi el d, submari ne-1aunched cruise mssile, that which
will deter Russia in a regional conflict. Wuld it deter
Russia in a regional conflict? These sane questions apply
to China and Taiwan, North Korea, South Korea, and Japan.

Today's wi tnesses have all thought about these

guestions and many of them have served in governnent,
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enacting policies on this issue. It is inportant that we
hear and learn fromthemtoday so that we are better
i nformed as we prepare for our discussions of the National
Def ense Authorization Act later this spring.

After remarks from Senator Fischer we will have
statenments fromour wi tnesses and a round of questions from
our Senat ors.

Senat or Fi scher.
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STATEMENT OF HON. DEB FI SCHER, U.S. SENATOR FROM

NEBRASKA

Senat or Fischer: Thank you, M. Chairnman, and thank
you to all our witnesses for being here today and for
sharing your perspective on nuclear strategy and deterrence
theory, particularly with respect to the role it plays in
regi onal nuclear stability.

According to the 2022 NPR, effective nucl ear
deterrence, quote, "requires tailor strategies for potenti al
adversaries that reflect our best understanding of their

deci si on-maki ng and perceptions,” end quote. The NPR al so
notes that the United States, quote, "will collaborate with
allies and partners to tail or extended deterrence and

assurance policies," end quote.

These strategi es nust be continuously evaluated to
ensure they reflect and take into consideration the evol ving
threat environnent. | ook forward to hearing your thoughts
on effective strategy concepts and how t hey may i npact
regi onal nucl ear deterrence.

Thank you very nuch.

Senator King: |If the witnesses will introduce

t hensel ves. | do not know what order you want to proceed.

Brad, do you want to start?
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STATEMENT OF BRAD ROBERTS, Ph.D., DI RECTOR, CENTER FOR
GLOBAL SECURI TY RESEARCH, LAWRENCE LI VERMORE NATI ONAL
LABORATORY

M. Roberts: Sure. Thank you for the opportunity to
join you in this discussion today. | amDr. Brad Roberts.
| am Director of the Center for G obal Security Research at
Law ence Livernore National Laboratory. The views | am
expressing are ny personal views, not those of the |ab, and
| had the pleasure and honor of serving as Deputy Assi stant
Secretary of Defense for Nuclear and M ssile Defense Policy
through the first Cbhama term

Innmy tinme | would like to make five quick argunents.
The first is that we should appreciate that allies are
living in the nuclear crosshairs of our nuclear-arned
adversaries. Qur nucl ear-armed adversaries seek to remake
the regional orders in which they sit, and the prize in this
conpetition, and if there were a war, in war, the prize is
the all egiance of our allies. And they should not be sinply
an afterthought in our defense strategy. The deterrence
protection we provide of themis central to the
confrontation in which we are involved today. And these
allies experience a good deal of anxiety about the life in
t he nucl ear crosshairs and about the credibility of U S.
extended deterrence guarantees to them

Second argunent. In the U S. discussion of extended

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

deterrence we tend to put our focus on the hardware -- dual -
capable aircraft, the B-61 bonb, SLCM N -- all very
| nportant, but we should not forget the software. The
software includes declaratory policy and ot her statenents of
| eadership intent. 1t includes consultations, processes,
and mechani sms within the alliance structures. It includes
concepts and principles for nuclear deterrence and
enploynent. It includes operational plans and pl anning
processes and exercise prograns to exercise those plans.
And it includes the knowl edge base that is essential to all
of that. And as we consider the weaknesses in the extended
deterrence posture we shoul d consider the weaknesses in the
sof twar e si de.

Third argunment. The existing extended deterrence
posture was designed for an era |long past. The existing
ext ended deterrence posture is a result of the Presidentia
Nucl ear Initiatives of the i medi ate post-Cold War peri od,
when the U S. wthdrew all of its nuclear weapons from Asi a,
97 percent of its nuclear weapons from Europe, all of its
weapons from naval surface conbatants, and all of its
nucl ear-arned cruise mssiles fromattack submari nes. Most
of those things were destroyed. The cruise mssiles were
kept until 2010, when they aged out.

This was a bet we placed as a nation that extended

deterrence could be provided with a few renai ni ng nucl ear
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weapons in Europe and our central strategic forces. W saw
this as appropriate in the benign environnment of the tine.
Russi a, China, and North Korea perceived a different
security environnent, of course, and have done well focused
on creating new nucl ear advantages for thensel ves over a

| ong period of time, and theories of victory in conflict
with us that involve the coercion of our adversaries and the
di sruption of our mlitary options by nucl ear neans.

Qur allies are very clear that they want forward-
depl oyed weapons as a part of the extended deterrence
commitnent, or at |east forward depl oyable in East Asia.
And thus, there is a rising discussion of what kind of
capabilities the alliances need in future years, whether
there is the right diversity in the posture in addition to
the right nunber.

Fourth argunent. Looking ahead a decade or so, the
chal | enges faci ng extended nucl ear deterrence seem desti ned
to grow. | think we all expect that when the Ukraine
conflict dials back into a frozen conflict the Russia we are
going to face for the next decade or so is going to be
difficult, threatening, and ever nore reliant on nucl ear
weapons. W clearly expect greater nucl ear-backed coercion
out of China, as its nuclear arsenal grows and its theater
nucl ear force grows, and we expect the sane from North

Korea. There is a msmatch, in other words, between the
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| egacy posture of 1991 and the challenge that is emerging in
front of us.

Fifth and finally, strengthening of extended nucl ear
deterrence has been a clear priority for three presidentia
adm nistrations in a row, and the fact of bipartisan
consensus on this aspect of our nuclear strategy is striking
and shoul d be preserved. That bipartisanship has enabled a
good deal of progress in adapting extended deterrence to new
ci rcunstances and strengthening it by various neans, but
nore progress is needed. This will not be possible wthout
| eader shi p focus, which has ebbed and fl owed, and with that
focus I think we will see the acconplishnment of various
projects that are already underway, such as finalizing the
nucl ear noderni zati on and strengthening the consultative
processes in East Asia. But there are sone inportant new
chall enges still in front of us about future capabilities
and future concepts.

Thanks so nuch for the opportunity to contribute.

[ The prepared statenment of M. Roberts follows:]
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Senat or Ki ng:

M. Waver.

TP One

Thank you very nuch, M. Roberts.

Dr. Roberts, sorry.
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STATEMENT OF GREGORY WEAVER, SENI OR ASSOCI ATE [ NON-
RESI DENT], PRQIECT ON NUCLEAR | SSUES, CENTER FOR STRATEG C
AND | NTERNATI ONAL STUDI ES

M. Waver: Thanks, M. Chairman, Senator Fischer,
Senator Cotton, Senator Tuberville. Thanks for the
opportunity to participate here. M nane is G eg Waver
Today marks the 1-year anniversary of ny retirenment from
Federal service. M last three positions in governnent |
was the Chief Nuclear Policy and Strategy Advisor to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs on the Joint Staff in the J5.
| was the Principal Director for Nuclear Mssile Defense
Policy under Deputy Assistant Secretary Bunn in OSD policy.
And before that | was the Deputy J5 in STRATCOM i n Oraha

My comments today al so reflect just ny personal views.

| want to commend the subcommttee for focusing on what
| think is a particularly inportant, urgent, and evol ving
chall enge that we need to get on top of. Frankly, | believe
i nproving our ability to deter and counter adversary limted
nucl ear use in a regional conflict is the single nost
I nportant challenge we face in U S. nucl ear strategy today,
and | et me expl ai n why.

It i1s broadly agreed that the nost likely path to
limting nuclear deterrence failure is escalation in the
context of major conventional conflict between nucl ear-arned

adversaries. It is also broadly agreed that the nost |ikely
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path to a | arge-scal e honel and nucl ear exchange between
maj or powers is escalation fromlimted nuclear use in the
context of such a conflict. Thus, regional nuclear
deterrence is the key to addressing the nost likely path to
nucl ear war at any |evel of violence.

Deterring Russian limted use is our nost inmmedi ate and
chal | engi ng regi onal nucl ear problem although China is
rapidly rising in that area. So | amgoing to focus today
on the Russia problemto illustrate the nature of what we
are up agai nst.

President Putin's crimnal invasion of Ukraine
denmonstrated both a high propensity to take risk and to
m scal culate in the process of doing so. Perhaps this
propensity to take risk and m scalculate will be alleviated
by Putin's eventual departure, but we cannot count on that
and we do not know when that will be. The Russian
| eadership's historical propensity to underestinmate NATO s
resol ve and unity under threat |ong preceded Putin and wl|
i kel y survive him

An effective regional nuclear strategy in Europe nust
be based, as Senator Fischer pointed out, on an
under st andi ng of Russia's nuclear strategy and doctri ne.
Both are ultimately rooted in the assunption that limted
nucl ear use in theater is unlikely to escalate to a |arge-

scal e honel and exchange, though I do not believe the
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Russi ans are certain that they can avoid uncontrolled
escal ati on.

It is inportant to understand that Russian conventi onal
and nucl ear strategy and doctrine are fully integrated with
each other. Their nuclear forces role is to both deter
| ar ge-scal e nucl ear attacks on the Russian honeland and to
conpensate for NATO conventional superiority in two ways.
First, through the limted use of nuclear weapons in theater
to coerce war termnation on terns acceptable to Russia, if
possi bl e, but second, to defeat NATO conventional forces
t hrough | arge-scal e theater nuclear strikes, if necessary.
The latter is what drives Russia's force requirenent for
t housands of theater nucl ear weapons enbedded t hroughout
their conventional forces.

What then is required to deter Russian |limted nuclear
escalation in theater in an ongoi ng conventional war with
NATO? Well, because Russian strategy is based on the belief
that nmutual deterrence of |arge-scale honeland strikes is
very robust, we cannot rely solely on the suicidal threat of
a large-scale U S. nuclear response to Iimted Russian
escal ation or on the potential for uncontrolled escal ation.
Deterrence of Russian limted nuclear use requires the
perceived ability of the United States and our NATO allies
to persevere in the face of limted nuclear escal ation

Wi t hout being politically coerced into accepting Russia's

13
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terms and wi thout being decisively mlitarily disadvant ages.

Qur | ongstanding flexible response strategy is, |
believe, fit for that purpose but only if it is enabled by
U.S. and allied nuclear and conventional forces that are
capabl e of three key things. First, being able to continue
to operate effectively to achieve U.S. and allied objectives
in alimted nuclear use environnent. Second, being able to
counter the mlitary inpact of Russian theater nuclear use.
And third, providing the President a credible range of
response options to restore deterrence by convinci ng Russi an
| eadershi p they have m scalculated in a dire way, that
further use of nuclear weapons will not result in them
achieving their objectives, and that they will incur costs
in the process that far exceed any benefits they can achieve
shoul d they choose to escalate further.

In sum our capabilities nust convince themthat
nucl ear escalation is always their worst option.

Now, for the nuclear capabilities bottomline. To neet
these requirenents with high confidence we need a range of
f orwar d- depl oyed, survivabl e theater nuclear capabilities
that can reliably penetrate adversary air and mssile
defenses with a range of explosive yields on operationally
relevant tinelines -- and that is an extensive |list of
attributes. Based on these attributes, planned U S. nucl ear

capabilities, in ny view, are not sufficient for the future

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

15

threat environnment we face. Strategic nuclear forces al one
are insufficiently flexible and tinely to convince a mjor
power adversary that we are fully prepared to counter
limted nuclear use with mlitarily effective nucl ear
responses of our own.

Theat er nucl ear forces are needed for this role, but
our planned theater nuclear forces, in ny opinion, are too
small, insufficiently survivable, and insufficiently
mlitarily relevant. Conpleting the nodernization of our
dual -capabl e fighter aircraft capabilities is necessary, but
it is not sufficient.

Qur theater nuclear forces can be made a nuch nore
credi ble deterrent without having to match Russia and Chi na
weapon- f or - weapon by suppl enenting our dual -capable fighter
force with at | east one nore survivable, forward-depl oyed,
selectable yield delivery systemthat has a high probability
to penetrate adversary defenses. Several candi date systens
could neet this requirenent, but | assess the SLCM N
depl oyed on attack submarines, is the best solution for
these reasons. First, it is highly survivable day to day
and thus not subject to a preenptive strike. Second, it
provi des theater nuclear deterrent presence, whether it is
actually present or not, because the adversary will not know
where those submarines are located. Third, it provides an

effective ability to penetrate, in part due to, in sone
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cases, being capable of |aunching frominside the outer
edges of an adversary's integrated air defense system

Fourth, it provides operationally significant
pronpt ness when conpared to bonber-delivered, air-Ilaunched
cruise mssiles, it exploits the submarine fleet's |arge,
preexi sting launch infrastructure, reducing cost, it has no
ballistic mssile launch signature that could be
m sinterpreted by an adversary, and finally, it could
| everage the LRSO, air-launched cruise mssile nodernization
program reducing the inpact on our nucl ear weapons
i nfrastructure of building an additional theater nuclear
capability. No other system| amaware of checks all those
boxes.

So in conclusion, and I know | have gone a little |ong,
regi onal nuclear deterrence is not the place the United
St at es shoul d choose to take risk, and not only because
theater deterrence failure is the nost likely path to | arge-
scal e nucl ear war, though that is a pretty good reason in
and of itself. An inability to confidently deter or counter
adversary limted nuclear use will underm ne the credibility
of U S capability and will to project power against
nucl ear-arnmed adversaries in defense of U S. and allied
vital interests, naking major power conventional war nore
likely in both Europe and Asia. CQur allies have not

forgotten this and neither should we.
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[ The prepared statenment of M. Waver foll ows:]

TP One
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Senator King: Thank you very nuch.

testinmony. |

Ms. Bunn.

TP One

appreciate it,
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STATEMENT OF M ELAI NE BUNN, SEN OR ADVI SOR [ NO\-
RESI DENT], PROIJECT ON NUCLEAR | SSUES, CENTER FOR STRATEAQ C
AND | NTERNATI ONAL STUDI ES

Ms. Bunn: Thank you, Chairman King and Ranki ng Menber
Fi scher, and other subcommittee nenbers for the invitation.
It really is a pleasure to testify before you again, but
this tine as a private citizen representing only nyself and
not as a USG official. | spent 40 years in governnent,
mai nly at Departnent of Defense. M last job there was as
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear and M ssile Defense
Policy, following Brad, in 2013 to 2017.

Senator King: Did you say 40 years?

Ms. Bunn: Forty years. Forty.

Senator King: You were hired as a child?

Ms. Bunn: | just had my 70th birthday. That is on the
record.

| also, in that NASD job, as did Brad, spend a | ot of
time wwth allies, both as the U S. Representative to the
H gh Level G oup of NATO as well as co-chairing the
deterrence di al ogues with Japan and Sout h Korea.

The U.S. has nmade very explicit extended nucl ear
deterrence commtnents to nore than 30 countries, NATO
countries as well as Japan, South Korea, and Australia. 1In
so doing, the United States has privately and publicly

affirmed that aggression against those countries could,
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under sone circunstances, nerit a U S. nucl ear response.

| have cone to believe that extended deterrence is
amazing fromboth sides. W have our non-nuclear allies,
who have foresworn their own nucl ear weapons and rely on
anot her country, the U S., in high-end situations, including
nucl ear attacks on their own territory and people. And it
I's amazing that the U S. takes on the risk and
responsibility of putting its own forces, even its
popul ation and territory, at risk on behalf of an ally. And
that is an amazing fact to the point that some, in the past,
have found it incredible. That is the reason we have an
I ndependent French nucl ear force.

It should be no surprise that our non-nuclear allies
need to constant reassurance that they are very interested
in how we think about deterrence, how we m ght respond. It
Is not amazing that they need that constant interaction to
feel secure.

In January, South Korean President Yoon specul ated
publicly that if North Korean provocations increased, South
Korea m ght consider building its own nucl ear weapons or
maybe asking the United States to depl oy tactical nuclear
weapons to the South, as it did before 1991. Although
Presi dent Yoon later stress that his comments did not
represent official policy, they were still significant,

marking the first tinme since the '70s that a South Korean
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Presi dent has raised the prospect of acquiring nuclear
weapons.

Do President Yoon's coments indicate that sonme in
Sout h Korea are concerned about the credibility of the U S
ext ended nucl ear deterrence commtment? | think so. Wile
| am not worried about non-nuclear allies deciding to have
their own nucl ear weapons in the very near term | can see
It happening, 5, 10, 15 years fromnow, wth South Korea
probably the first anong them

U S will has |ong been the underlying concern for
allies. They know we have weapons, but would we use then?
It is not "could we" but "would we." | think it
consultations at nultiple Ievels, real ones, where we |listen
as well as talk, where we have exercises, both tabletop and
field exercises, where we have forward depl oynents of
conventional and sonetines nuclear forces. Al of those
things that we have a stake in and will take risk for
allies' security.

If South Korea, or another ally, does ask for
depl oynent of U.S. nucl ear weapons on their territory, or
nucl ear sharing arrangenents, dual -capable aircraft and the
B-61 bonbs, as in NATO, or offshore SLCM N, which | have not
heard allies discussing nmuch, but if allies raise any of
these hardware issues | think the U S. should be willing to

have frank di scussions about their view and be open to tal ks
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on the plusses and m nuses of what allies believe they need

and not sinply give a kneejerk "no.

There are things we can do short of deploying nucl ear
forces in allied countries. For exanple, the last three
Nucl ear Posture Reviews have all said that the U. S
mai nt ai ns gl obal | y depl oyabl e, dual -capable aircraft,
primarily to assure Northeast Asian allies. But we have not
denonstrated that capability with exercises. That should be
an easy one to do.

In any event, with or w thout forward-deployed nuclear
weapons there is a need for ongoing consultations that are
deep and nuanced, nore realistic exercises, and greater
allied integration in operational planning.

Thank you.

[ The prepared statenment of Ms. Bunn follows:]
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Senat or Ki ng:

M. Mont gonery.

TP One

Thank you very nuch.
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STATEMENT OF EVAN B. MONTGOMVERY, Ph.D., SEN OR FELLOW
AND DI RECTOR, RESEARCH STUDI ES, CENTER FOR STRATEGQ C AND
BUDGETARY ASSESSMENTS

M. Mntgonery: Thank you, Chairman King, Ranking
Menber Fischer. | appreciate the opportunity to be here
today and share ny thoughts with you. | would like to focus
ny remarks on the potential consequences of China's nuclear
nmoder ni zati on.

For nore than a decade, China's conventional mlitary
noder ni zati on has been upendi ng the bal ance of power in the
| ndo-Pacific region. Until recently, though, China's
nucl ear arsenal has been a secondary concern. The situation
Is starting to change now that China is engaged in a
significant quantitative and qualitative nuclear buil dup.
Thi s nucl ear buil dup could be destabilizing both regionally
and globally, and I would Iike to highlight three areas of
concern that have been raised to date.

The first is the possibility that China could pose a
future first-strike threat against U S. strategic forces.
This previously inplausible scenario could becone a genui ne
concern if Beijing fields accurate and difficult-to-detect
systemthat could threaten U S. command and control targets,
as well as large nunbers of ICBMs that could threaten U S
strategic delivery systens.

Thankfully, the likelihood of this scenarios is
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extraordinarily | ow because the demands of a successfu

first strike are so extraordinarily high. Nevertheless, if
China's nucl ear buildup unfolds in the way that many now
anticipate, it cannot be discounted entirely, especially if
U S. officials take into account the conbi ned nucl ear forces
of Russia and China in their calcul ations, as they shoul d.

The second area of concern is the possibility that
China's nucl ear buil dup could enbolden Beijing to start a
conventional conflict against the United States. From
China's perspective, a larger and nore survivable strategic
deterrent could ensure that any fight between the United
States and Chi na does not escalate and remains at the
conventional |evel, a prospect that m ght actually benefit
China given its conventional mlitary nodernization.

This situation is certainly a far nore plausible risk
than the threat of a first strike. Nevertheless, China
woul d still need to be confident that it could suppress
Tai wan and succeed in a clash wwth the United States, two
very costly courses of action no matter how many
| nprovenents the PLA nakes.

The third area of concern associated with China's
nucl ear buildup, and | think the one that is likely to be
t he nost serious over the long run, is the possibility that
China could build the tools to make Iimted nucl ear threats.

For instance, China could soon be equipped with multiple,
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hi ghly accurate theater nuclear options, enabling it to hold
many regional targets at risk wwth [ owyield nucl ear

weapons. These capabilities are especially worrisone
because they could serve as the foundation for an

al ternative coercive strategy agai nst Tai wan, one that m ght
| ook easier, faster, and cheaper than, for exanple,

| aunching a direct invasion of the island and enbarking on a
| ar ge-scal e conventi onal war against the United States.

Specifically, if Beijing paired limted nuclear threats
wi th, for exanple, blockade operations against the island
and attacks against |eadership targets, it would pose mgjor
dilemmas for the United States as it determ ned whet her and
how to i ntervene.

In sum the nucl ear buildup that China has enbarked
upon coul d have significant consequences. Although it has
received |l ess attention than the expansion of its strategic
forces, a potential buildout of China' s theater nuclear
capabilities could have major inplications for the United
States, and here | will briefly highlight three.

The first inplication is for U S. nuclear force
structure. For years, the United States has been concerned
about the inbal ance in non-strategic nucl ear weapons between
itself and Russia. Yet there mght be a simlar inbal ance
on the horizon with respect to China. |If Beijing fields a

variety of nuclear-arnmed theater mssile systens, the United
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States may not have symmretrical, proportional, effective,
and credi ble responses in hand. And that dilema could
becone especially sharp if Washington's relatively small

I nventory of non-strategi c nucl ear weapons i s needed to
deter limted nuclear threats by two najor power adversaries
at the sane tine.

The second inplication is for U S. extended nucl ear
deterrence arrangenents. Theater nuclear forces could
enabl e Beijing to drive wedges between the United States and
its allies and partners. In other words, Washi ngton coul d
face dilemmas simlar to those that it confronted during the
Col d War when Soviet investnents in theater nuclear systens
that could target European allies wthout striking the U S.
honel and rai sed decoupling concerns that required skillful
al I i ance managenent to address. |If so, the United States
m ght need to consider binding itself and its allies nore
tightly together, for instance, by pursuing nuclear sharing
arrangenents with Japan and South Korea, not unlike those
that exist with select NATO al lies.

The third and final inplication is a broader one for
U.S. defense planning, nanely that China's nuclear buil dup
will require the United States to prepare for a w der range
of threats. To date, the Departnment of Defense, in
particular, is focused on the chall enges posed by a PLA air

and anphi bi ous assault agai nst Taiwan as well as PLA attacks
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against U S. ports, forward-operating forces, air bases, and
I nformation networks. China's nuclear buildup could open up
new avenues of coercion agai nst Taiwan, some of which, |ike
the early resort tolimted nuclear threats in |lieu of
I nvasi on, could seem appealing to |leaders in Beijing while
posi ng considerable difficulties for policynmakers in
Washi ngt on.

Thank you for your time. | look forward to your
guesti ons.

[ The prepared statenment of M. Mntgonery follows:]
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Senator King: | want to thank all of our w tnesses.
Thi s has been amazingly provocative and thoughtful and

information, so | want to thank you.

It seenms to nme -- | nean, | think of the fornmula for
deterrence as will plus capacity, and will is a hard thing
to measure and quantify. | think you testified about the

sof tware of nucl ear deterrence, and statenents, policies,
doctrines are inportant. Capacity, though, is sonething
that can be neasured. And I think all of you -- well, |
will ask -- do any of you disagree with the proposition that
we do not have sufficient |lowlevel, regional deterrent
capacity while we are depl oyed? Does anybody disagree with
t hat ?

M. Weaver: Senator, | not only agree with it, | also

think that if we were to take steps to correct that --

Senator King: | think your mc is not on.
M. Weaver: Yeah. | not only do not disagree with
that, I think that if we were to take steps to correct that

problem to actually bol ster our theater nuclear
capabilities, it would actually help work part of the
software problem which is we would be denponstrating that we
have the will to address this problem even though it is
politically fraught, potentially, in our alliances.

Senator King: Believe it or not, | wote nmy senior

thesis on this subject. | will not tell you how many years
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ago it was, but Admiral Roberts at STRATCOMtried his best
to get naval intelligence to find it, but I could not find
it.

But it seens to ne that the strategic dilema is that
if all we have is massive retaliation, it is not credible
that we would use that in case of a tactical use in Ukraine
or Sout heast Asia or Northeast Asia. So that is really the
di | ema.

And | wll ask the question | know you are going to
ask. SLCM N is not funded in the current budget. It was
funded for R&D |l ast year. This year it is zero. |Is that
not correct? But, M. Waver, you testified that you
t hought that was the nost |ogical forward depl oyed, and you
gave five reasons why. | do not nean to have you repeat
your testinony but | ama little puzzled why that is not in
t he budget.

M. Weaver: Well, Senator, | was involved in the 2018
Nucl ear Posture Review that reconmmended it and the Joint
Staff, and | was also involved in the '22 Posture Revi ew
Wi th the adm nistration decided not to do it. As you know,
t he Chai rman reconmended SLCM N.

There are, as | said in ny statenent, there are other
t heater nucl ear options we could pursue. W could build
nobi |l e, | and-based systens. But when you take the full | ook

at the set of attributes that nost address the nature of our
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t heater deterrence problem in both Europe and Asia, |
believe SLCM N is the best option we have readily avail abl e.
Now i f you want to invent sonething conpletely new and have
it take longer to get -- and we do not have nuch tine --

Senator King: W do not need to invent a platform W
have the platform

M. Weaver: Exactly, and we have the platform already.

Senator King: Dr. Roberts, do you agree with this line
of di scussion?

M. Roberts: | do. W have just concluded -- three of
the four of us just concluded a study group report on
dealing with the energence of a second nuclear peer, and its
i nplications of two nucl ear peers for our nuclear strategy,
a bipartisan group, and we have a strong endorsenent for
SLCM N in the report.

Senator King: Well, another danger, other than the
weakness of the deterrent, it seens to ne, is an incentive
to our allies to develop their own nuclear capability. As
you suggested, the President of South Korea sort of
specul ated on that sonme tinme ago. But at sonme point they
are going to say, "Wll, if we cannot rely on a reliable,
credi bl e deterrent, we have got to devel op our own
capacity.” In a sense, our extended deterrent, it seens to
me, is a proxy for those other countries developing their

own capability, which, froma proliferation point of view,

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

32

is a good thing. M. Bunn?

Ms. Bunn: | amone who has reluctantly cone to the
conclusion that we do need a TLAMN in this discussion group
that we are talking about. | amsorry, SLCMN Did | say
TLAMN? SLCM N. Many battles in my career over TLAM N.
And why was | reluctant? Because SSNs do have many
m ssions, and | also fought many battles with the Navy. |
am just not sure the Navy will ever fully support this
because we fought nmany battles trying to keep TLAMN in the
force before it was retired.

So that was ny reluctance. But | do think that we need
it for -- if we decide, if the U S. decides we need it for
deterring and responding to limted use, then we should go
forward with it. W should fund it. Right now | do not
think we can pinit on allies are asking for it. | have not
heard a lot of allies talking about it specifically.

Usually in conference if it is raised, it is raised by
Americans. But | suspect they do not want to get in the
m ddl e of a policy debate in the U S

Senator King: But they want the extended deterrence.

Ms. Bunn: They want capabilities. |[If they are
concerned that either adversaries do not think we would use
the capabilities we have now because they are not
appropriate -- they are too high yield, they cannot get

t hrough, various reasons we woul d not use those -- then they
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have good anal ysts. They want us to have sonething that we
can see actually, that our adversaries could see us actually
enploying. |If they do not think you would ever use it, then
It does not deter.

Senator King: Well, | amover ny tinme. | want to turn
it over to Senator Fischer. But the whole point here is to
never have these weapons used, and we do not want an
adversary to think that they can use a | ow | evel weapon and
pay no significant price, which gets us to the place where
we are in a nuclear confrontation.

Senat or Fi scher.

Senator Fischer: Thank you, Senator King.

On Saturday, March 25th, President Putin, he announced
that Russia is going to station tactical nuclear weapons in
Bel arus, and he also inforned us that an agreenent had been
made with Belarus to equip 10 of the Belarusian aircraft
wi th tactical nuclear weapons, along with their I|skander
nobil e short-range ballistic mssile system It was
fascinating, | thought, that he did this. GCbviously, | got
a very strong nessage that he would do this, first of all,
take the action, and secondly, tell us what he did.

M. Weaver, let us start with you. How do you think
that this action is going to change the nucl ear deterrence
dynam c that we see in Europe right now?

M. Weaver: So, Senator, | do not believe Russian
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depl oynent of sone of their non-strategic capabilities to
Bel arus changes the mlitary equation in Europe at all. It
is a political nove. The Russians have | ong conpl ai ned t hat
we have nucl ear weapons forward based in Europe on the
territory of our allies and that we have nucl ear sharing
arrangenments with them

Senator Fischer: And they nade it clear. This was not
for Belarus to use. It was for Belarus to use for Russia.

M. Weaver: Right. But the Russians have sonmewhere
bet ween 1,500 and 2,000 non-strategi c nucl ear weapons today.
They are enbedded t hroughout their conventional forces
across the Russian Federation. Mving a few of them forward
now i nto Bel arus really does not change the mlitary
equation. They range anybody in NATO that they want to with
the existing systens they have, including the SSC-8 ground-
| aunched cruise mssile that has a range of about 2,000
kil onmeters, that violated the INF Treaty and led to our
wi t hdr awal .

So they can threaten NATO t hroughout its depth, and
t hey have always had the ability to nove Russi an forces
forward into Belarus in the event of a conflict, in any
event. So | do not think it changes the mlitary equation
but it is a political signal.

Senator Fischer: Dr. Roberts and Ms. Bunn, do you

agree with that?
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Ms. Bunn: Yes, | would agree with that. It will be
I nteresting. The Russians, and now the Chinese in NPT
neeti ngs have conpl ai ned about NATO nucl ear sharing, and |
do not know if this will change their rhetoric on that at
all. Probably not.

Senator Fischer: Dr. Roberts, anything to add on that?

M. Roberts: Sane essential view. The Russian
mlitary strategy for local war, which is what it clains to
be fighting, as opposed to a regional war against a |large
coalition, that strategy is in part about keeping it |ocal,
keepi ng the outsiders out, casting a | ong shadow, maki ng us
fearful that if we engage we wll pay a terrible price. And
President Putin has to keep beating that drum one way or
another. And | think this is just one nore sign of his
effort to alarmus, but it does not change the mlitary
equati on.

Senator Fischer: Dr. Roberts, between recent news of
Russi a's nonconpliance with the START Treaty, China's
noderni zation rate, and North Korea's daily shows of force,
we al so see Iran's nucl ear weaponi zati on capability. How
should the U S. focus our regional nuclear strategy? If we
are tal king about regions, how do we focus that?

M. Roberts: WlIl, | do not think we have the | uxury
of prioritizing. One of the big questions in the Two Peer

Study was do you prioritize one over the other, or the first
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contingency over the possible second one? And our

concl usion was, we cannot afford to do that. Too nuch ri sk.
It is giving a green |light to aggression in the area you
have not prioritized.

So, ny take on this is that the conpl ex | andscape you
descri be renders essentially out of date the bet we placed
in 1991, the bet that we could do regional deterrence
essentially with our strategic forces and a little bit of
t heater nuclear force. And the rebal ance has to cone
bet ween those two el enents of the bet we placed. So, with
the rest of the group, | think nore weapons and a nore
diverse tool kit at the regional |level are in our interest
and in the interest of our allies.

But et us be clear. | do not think any of us are
arguing that the U S. and its allies should have a regi ona
nucl ear posture that is symetric to that of Russia or China
or North Korea. W have different strategies, so we need
different nunbers and different types of weapons.

Senator Fischer: Wuld you say there are plans out
there now that woul d address that? Has planni ng taken
pl ace? Do you know?

M. Roberts: Capability devel opnent or operational
pl anni ng?

Senator Fischer: Both.

M. Roberts: Both.
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Senator Fischer: Both. You said it. It is not the
same. It is not the sane.

M. Roberts: Correct.

Senat or Fischer: You have to address each one
i ndividually. So do you know of any plans that have taken
pl ace either within governnent or outside of governnent?

M. Roberts: So for devel opnent of new capability, the
Adm ni stration certainly has a plan.

Senat or Fischer: Right.

M. Roberts: In nmy view, it needs to evolve in the
direction we have tal ked about. Operational planning, of
course the STRATCOM commander stands ready to do what m ght
need to be done tonight. But | bear in mnd the findings of
the National Defense Strategy Comm ssion of 2018, which
concluded, as you will recall, that the United States coul d
well |lose a war against a nuclear-arned rival, largely not
because we have the wong capabilities, but because we have
not understood the nature of the war that is bei ng waged
agai nst us. We have not done our intellectual honmework. W
have not devel oped the concepts we need to organi ze our
oper ational planning and conduct operations. | do not know
to what extent that remains true, but that was an inportant
marker that rang a lot of alarmbells for ne.

Senat or Fi scher: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chair.

Senator King: This is the third Arnmed Services hearing

37
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| have been at today, and the question that you just touched
upon has cone up at all three, which is the change nature of
nodern warfare, and the |likelihood of a nodern conflict
starting with cyber, directed energy, electronic warfare,
space capabilities. | asked the Marine general today if his
| andi ng shi ps woul d be okay with no GPS and no
communi cations. That is the world that we have to live in.

So this is beyond the scope of this hearing to sone
extent, but | would be interested in your thoughts about,
the cliché is generals always fight the last war. Are we
doing that or are we adequately taking account of the change
strategic, not only the strategic | andscape but the
t echnol ogi cal | andscape. Wars are often won on whoever has
t he newest technol ogy.

M. Montgonery, your thoughts.

M. Montgonery: | do believe we are. To sonme extent,
at | east when we tal k about this in the nuclear domain |
t hi nk we nmay overenphasi ze sone of those changes in
technol ogy. They are very worrisonme. They are concerning.
They certainly pose risks to command and control, which is a
serious concern. But at the end of the day, when we are
tal king about strategic stability between najor powers, it
ultimately conmes back to the ability of one side to pose a
di sarm ng threat against another one. And right now we have

Russi a, that does not quite pose that capability but is a
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nucl ear peer, China apparently aspires to be a nucl ear peer,
and those buil dups are not unrelated to but separate from
t hose very novel aspects of future warfare.

So | think while inportant, it is still essential to
keep our focus, at least again in the nuclear domain, in
terms of delivery system warheads, yields, accuracy, et
cetera.

Senator King: Well in comand and control, | have
al ways said we do not have a triad. W have a quad, that
command and control is an essential --

M. Montgonery: Absolutely.

Senator King: -- part of the credibility of the
deterrent, which is essentially providing a deterrent.

Let me ask anot her question. W have tal ked about peer
adversaries and Russia and China particularly. Wat about
nucl ear-arned countries that we are not engaged with
directly, India and Pakistan being an exanple? Wat role,
i f any, do we have in their potential use of nuclear
weapons? One of the things that | think that may be
deterring Russia is after Hi roshim they have never been
used. Nobody wants to be the first person to use them
again, and | think that is sonething of a deterrent. |
suspect that China is conmunicating that to Russi a.

What about Paki stan and India? M. Bunn, do you have

t hought s?
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Ms. Bunn: That is a hard one because | think we have
| ess influence. They are not our adversaries.

Senator King: R ght.

Ms. Bunn: And they are not our formal extended nucl ear
deterrent allies. And so they are in a different category
as far as how we deal with them and how we can infl uence
them how we deal with them as adversaries or how we can
I nfluence themas allies.

Senator King: The last thing we want is to normalize
t he use of nucl ear weapons.

Ms. Bunn: Absolutely. | would certainly agree with
you that trying to nmake sure that nucl ear weapons are not
used again is one way to keep that diplomatic psychol ogi cal
pressure on themnot to be the ones to do it.

Senator King: Oher thoughts on this issue?

M. Waver: Could | add one thing on it, Senator?

Senator King: Sure.

M. Weaver: So | think another aspect of the question
you are asking is when and if there is another limted use
of nucl ear weapons in a conflict, what lessons will all the
ot her nucl ear states -- and non-nucl ear states -- draw from
the outcone of that use? And that is another reason why it
Is so inportant that we focus on this problemof being able
to deter limted nuclear use effectively, with high

confidence, and second, if deterrence fails in alimted way
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that we have the ability to counter the effects of
adversary-limted nuclear use so that they do not wn the
conflict as a result. They are not seen as having won
because they used nucl ear weapons, because that would create
a huge proliferation problem around the worl d.

Senator King: Well, | comented in nmy opening
statenment about the doctrine of "Escalate to Deescal ate.”
The Russians have told us that is their doctrine, and for us
to not take that seriously it seens to ne is a nmjor
strategic and tactical mstake. | nean, Maya Angel ou says
when sonebody tells you who they are, you should believe
them And they have told us who they are on this subject,
and we need to be sure that we have a credible deterrent
t hat does not involve a nmassive strike, which they do not
think we will do, if they use a one-kiloton weapon on
Kharkiv. Dr. Roberts?

M. Roberts: | just wanted to add a comment on your
comrent about no one wants to break the taboo. | hope that
Is true, but President Putin seens |like a guy who has gotten
a lot of power and influence out of breaking taboos. You
know, in 2014, he stood under the banner when he expl ai ned
hi s annexation of Crinea, the banner saying, "New Rules or
No Rules.” And he has been living the "no rul es" gane and
generating a | ot of power and fear accordingly.

The taboo agai nst the enpl oynent of nucl ear weapons is
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one of the last nmmjor taboos he has not broken. | hope he
does not break it, but | amnot convinced that he thinks
preserving the taboo is inportant.

Senator King: Well, we have to give hima reason in
terms of what he will reap as a consequence --

M. Roberts: That is right.

Senator King: -- beyond the taboo. W cannot rely on
the taboo to protect us, | think.

M. Roberts: That is right. Absolutely.

Senator King: | would like to |ike, are either of our
Senators intending to cone back? Ckay.

Senat or Fi scher.

Senator Fischer: | just want to really thank you for
bei ng here today. | think these discussions are extrenely
hel pful to, first of all, educate the Menbers of Congress,
but also to educate our public as well to the threats that
this country faces.

When we | ook at North Korea, they have various
m ssiles. They have |1CBMs. They have |ong range, short
range. They have an underwater nuclear attack drone now
that is out there. You know, we obviously are devel opi ng
things as well, but when we see other countries doing this,
how does that affect us in our decision-naking, to counter
and provide deterrence, not just for the weapons, which we

have tal ked about -- tactical weapons, weapons in theater,
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t he changes we see there regionally -- but also the
pl atforns?

Dr. Montgonery, you are noddi ng your head.

M. Montgonery: | often do. Two points. | think
there is a quantitative dinmension to this and a qualitative
di mension. So quantitatively, when you see countries |ike
North Korea building up their forces -- and we are not
tal ki ng about a rogue state with 10 or 15 nucl ear weapons,
but potentially a regional nuclear power with 50 or 100
nucl ear weapons -- those nunbers nmatter. And it becones
potentially nmore difficult for the United States with say,
1,550 treaty-accountabl e strategi c warheads, to nanage
threats fromand deter a peer in Russia, an aspiring peer in
China, a North Korea with a significant arsenal. That is a
| ot of weapons to neasure up agai nst.

In terms of the qualitative dinension, if you | ook at
the diversity and capabilities that a country |like North
Korea is investing in -- and, Senator King, this ties to
your question about Pakistan and India as well -- Pakistan
al so has nmade investnents in |owyield nuclear capabilities.
So now we see Russia placing significant enphasis on | ow
yi el d nucl ear weapons, Pakistan placing significant enphasis
on |l owyield nucl ear weapons, North Korea investing in | ow
yi el d nucl ear weapons, and potentially China exploring | ow

yi el d nucl ear weapons. W shoul d probably take that nessage
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that a | ot of adversaries and potential adversaries or
countries we have difficult relations with see a | ot of
value in these capabilities and think about what
deficiencies in our arsenal mght exist that could
potentially underm ne deterrence, relative to those systens.

Senator Fischer: And it also limts the options that
can be presented to our President to nake decisions in a
short period of tinme, in response to actions of other
nations. Correct?

M. Montgonery: Absolutely. You know, we tal k about
our strategic forces, one of their key attributes being
pronpt ness. Pronptness, | do not think, is an attribute you
woul d ascribe to sone of the limted | owyield nuclear
options that we have. And that does nean that the options
available to the President in a crisis that are tine
sensitive are limted.

Senat or Fischer: Any other comments on that?

M. Roberts: Sure. You asked about how we react
wat chi ng these devel opnents. And for a long tine we wat ched
and did not react. For along tinme it was unthinkable to us
that these things mattered because, after all, we had
conventi onal dom nance, we had confidence in our strategic
nucl ear deterrent, and we did not see -- the problem the
threat remai ned unthinkable. It was just inplausible to

nost in the U S. national security community that an
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adversary m ght ever contenplate the possibility of
enpl oyi ng a nucl ear weapon in a conflict with the United
St at es and sonehow escapi ng intact.

And our view began to shift, principally as a result of
t he Russi an annexation of Crinea, a wake-up call. As Ash
Carter said at the tine, it was tine for a "new playbook on
Russia," and we di scovered a need for a new pl aybook on
North Korea, a new playbook on China, and now we are al
trying to create that new pl aybook

Senator Fischer: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chair.

Senator King: Wll, again | want to thank you. |
cannot hel p but nention sonething that bothers ne in this
field. It turns out that no President since Jimmy Carter
has participated in a nuclear exercise, an attack exerci se,
inreal time. | find that puzzling. | nmean, | do not the
President to walk into that roomfor the first time in a
real-life situation. | have gone through several of those
exercises, and it is terrifying but also educational.

So that is neither here nor there, but | find it
striking that, as | say, no President, apparently since
Jimmy Carter, has participated in such an exercise, which
do not get.

Thank you all very much for your testinony today. It
has been very informative, as | said, and hel pful to this

subcommittee as we prepare for the National Defense Act that
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is comng up in a couple of nonths.

Thank you again. The hearing is adjourned.

[ Wher eupon,

TP One

46

at 5:47 p.m, the hearing was adjourned.]

Scheduling@TP.One
www.TP.One

800.FOR.DEPO
(800.367.3376)



	Printable Word Index
	Quick Word Index
	1
	1,500 (1)
	1,550 (1)
	10 (3)
	100 (1)
	15 (2)
	1991 (3)
	1-year (1)

	2
	2,000 (2)
	2010 (1)
	2013 (1)
	2014 (1)
	2017 (1)
	2018 (2)
	2022 (2)
	2023 (1)
	22 (1)
	25th (1)
	28 (1)

	3
	30 (1)

	4
	4:52 (1)
	40 (2)

	5
	5 (1)
	5:47 (1)
	50 (1)

	7
	70s (1)
	70th (1)

	9
	97 (1)

	A
	ability (6)
	able (3)
	Absolutely (4)
	acceptable (1)
	accepting (1)
	accomplishment (1)
	account (3)
	accuracy (1)
	accurate (2)
	achieve (2)
	achieving (1)
	acquiring (1)
	Act (2)
	action (3)
	actions (1)
	adapting (1)
	add (3)
	addition (1)
	additional (1)
	address (5)
	addressing (1)
	adequately (1)
	adjourned (2)
	administration (2)
	administrations (1)
	Admiral (1)
	advantages (1)
	adversaries (15)
	adversary (11)
	adversary-limited (1)
	adversary's (1)
	Advisor (2)
	affect (1)
	affirmed (1)
	afford (1)
	afterthought (1)
	aged (1)
	aggression (2)
	ago (2)
	agree (5)
	agreed (2)
	agreement (1)
	ahead (1)
	air (4)
	aircraft (5)
	air-launched (2)
	alarm (2)
	allegedly (1)
	allegiance (1)
	alleviated (1)
	alliance (2)
	alliances (2)
	allied (5)
	allies (30)
	ally (3)
	alternative (1)
	amazing (4)
	amazingly (1)
	Americans (1)
	amphibious (1)
	analysts (1)
	Angelou (1)
	Angus (2)
	annexation (2)
	annexed (1)
	anniversary (1)
	announced (1)
	anticipate (1)
	anxiety (1)
	anybody (2)
	apparently (2)
	appealing (1)
	apply (1)
	appreciate (3)
	appropriate (2)
	appropriately (1)
	area (4)
	areas (1)
	arguing (1)
	argument (3)
	arguments (1)
	Armed (3)
	arrangements (4)
	arsenal (5)
	ascribe (1)
	Ash (1)
	Asia (7)
	Asian (1)
	asked (2)
	asking (3)
	aspect (2)
	aspects (1)
	aspires (1)
	aspiring (1)
	assault (1)
	assess (1)
	ASSESSMENTS (1)
	Assistant (3)
	ASSOCIATE (1)
	associated (1)
	assumption (1)
	assurance (1)
	assure (1)
	attack (4)
	attacks (4)
	attention (1)
	attribute (1)
	attributes (4)
	Australia (1)
	Authorization (1)
	available (2)
	avenues (1)
	avoid (1)
	aware (1)

	B
	B-61 (2)
	back (6)
	balance (1)
	ballistic (2)
	banner (2)
	base (1)
	based (4)
	bases (1)
	battles (3)
	bear (1)
	beating (1)
	began (1)
	behalf (1)
	Beijing (6)
	Belarus (7)
	Belarusian (1)
	belief (1)
	believe (10)
	bells (1)
	benefit (1)
	benefits (1)
	benign (1)
	best (4)
	bet (4)
	better (1)
	beyond (2)
	big (1)
	binding (1)
	bipartisan (2)
	bipartisanship (1)
	birthday (1)
	bit (1)
	blockade (1)
	bolster (1)
	bomb (1)
	bomber-delivered (1)
	bombs (1)
	bothers (1)
	bottom (1)
	boxes (1)
	Brad (5)
	break (2)
	breaking (1)
	briefly (1)
	bringing (1)
	broader (2)
	broadly (2)
	broken (1)
	budget (2)
	BUDGETARY (1)
	build (2)
	Building (4)
	buildout (1)
	buildup (8)
	buildups (1)
	Bunn (16)

	C
	calculations (1)
	call (1)
	candidate (1)
	capabilities (18)
	capability (9)
	capable (3)
	capacity (4)
	career (1)
	Carter (3)
	case (1)
	cases (1)
	casting (1)
	category (1)
	CENTER (5)
	central (2)
	certain (1)
	certainly (5)
	cetera (1)
	Chair (2)
	chairman (7)
	challenge (3)
	challenges (3)
	challenging (1)
	change (7)
	changes (4)
	cheaper (1)
	checks (1)
	Chief (1)
	Chiefs (1)
	child (1)
	China (23)
	China's (11)
	Chinese (1)
	choose (2)
	circumstances (2)
	citizen (1)
	claims (1)
	clash (1)
	clear (4)
	clearly (1)
	cliché (1)
	coalition (1)
	co-chairing (1)
	coerce (1)
	coerced (2)
	coercion (3)
	coercive (1)
	Cold (1)
	collaborate (1)
	combatants (1)
	combined (1)
	come (6)
	comes (1)
	coming (1)
	command (4)
	commander (1)
	commend (1)
	comment (2)
	commented (1)
	comments (4)
	Commission (1)
	commitment (2)
	commitments (1)
	Committee (4)
	communicating (1)
	communications (1)
	community (1)
	compared (1)
	Compelling (1)
	compensate (1)
	competition (1)
	complained (2)
	completely (1)
	Completing (1)
	complex (1)
	concentrated (1)
	concepts (4)
	concern (7)
	concerned (3)
	concerning (1)
	concerns (1)
	concluded (3)
	conclusion (3)
	conduct (1)
	conference (1)
	confidence (3)
	confident (1)
	confidently (1)
	conflict (19)
	confrontation (2)
	confronted (1)
	Congress (1)
	consensus (1)
	consequence (1)
	consequences (2)
	consider (4)
	considerable (1)
	consideration (1)
	constant (2)
	consultations (3)
	consultative (1)
	contemplate (1)
	context (2)
	contingency (1)
	continue (1)
	continuously (1)
	contribute (1)
	control (4)
	conventional (18)
	conventionally (1)
	convince (2)
	convinced (1)
	convincing (1)
	correct (5)
	cost (1)
	costly (1)
	costs (1)
	Cotton (2)
	count (1)
	counter (6)
	countries (9)
	country (3)
	country's (1)
	couple (1)
	course (2)
	courses (1)
	create (2)
	creating (1)
	credibility (4)
	credible (6)
	Crimea (3)
	criminal (1)
	crisis (1)
	crosshairs (2)
	cruise (6)
	current (1)
	cyber (1)

	D
	D.C (1)
	daily (1)
	danger (2)
	date (3)
	day (3)
	deadly (1)
	deal (4)
	dealing (1)
	DEB (1)
	debate (2)
	debated (1)
	decade (3)
	decades (1)
	decide (1)
	decided (1)
	decides (1)
	deciding (1)
	decision-making (2)
	decisions (1)
	decisively (1)
	declaratory (1)
	decoupling (1)
	deep (1)
	Deescalate (2)
	defeat (1)
	Defense (13)
	defenses (2)
	deficiencies (1)
	delivery (3)
	demands (1)
	demonstrated (2)
	demonstrating (1)
	Department (2)
	departure (1)
	deploy (1)
	deployable (2)
	deployed (4)
	deploying (1)
	deployment (2)
	deployments (1)
	depth (1)
	Deputy (4)
	describe (1)
	designed (1)
	destabilizing (1)
	destined (1)
	destroyed (1)
	deter (10)
	determined (1)
	DETERRENCE (43)
	deterrent (15)
	Deterring (3)
	develop (2)
	developed (1)
	developing (2)
	development (2)
	developments (1)
	dialogues (1)
	dials (1)
	different (5)
	difficult (3)
	difficulties (1)
	difficult-to-detect (1)
	dilemma (4)
	dilemmas (2)
	dimension (3)
	diplomatic (1)
	dire (1)
	direct (1)
	directed (1)
	direction (1)
	directly (2)
	DIRECTOR (4)
	disadvantages (1)
	disagree (3)
	disarming (1)
	discounted (1)
	discovered (1)
	discussing (1)
	discussion (5)
	discussions (3)
	disruption (1)
	diverse (1)
	diversity (2)
	doctrine (7)
	doctrines (1)
	doing (4)
	domain (2)
	dominance (1)
	Dr (8)
	draw (1)
	drive (1)
	drives (1)
	drone (1)
	drum (1)
	dual (1)
	dual-capable (4)
	due (1)
	dynamic (1)

	E
	early (1)
	easier (1)
	East (2)
	easy (1)
	ebbed (1)
	edges (1)
	educate (2)
	educational (1)
	effective (6)
	effectively (2)
	effects (1)
	effort (1)
	either (3)
	ELAINE (1)
	electronic (1)
	elements (1)
	embarked (1)
	embarking (1)
	embedded (2)
	embolden (1)
	emergence (1)
	emerging (1)
	emphasis (2)
	employing (2)
	employment (2)
	enable (1)
	enabled (2)
	enabling (1)
	enacting (1)
	endorsement (1)
	energy (1)
	engage (1)
	engaged (2)
	ensure (4)
	enters (1)
	entirely (1)
	environment (5)
	equation (4)
	equip (1)
	equipped (1)
	era (1)
	Escalate (5)
	escalates (1)
	escalation (9)
	escaping (1)
	esoteric (1)
	especially (3)
	essential (4)
	essentially (3)
	et (1)
	Europe (8)
	European (1)
	evaluated (1)
	EVAN (1)
	event (3)
	eventual (1)
	evolve (1)
	evolving (2)
	Exactly (1)
	example (5)
	exceed (1)
	exchange (3)
	exercise (5)
	exercises (5)
	exist (2)
	existence (1)
	existing (3)
	expansion (1)
	expect (3)
	experience (1)
	explain (1)
	explained (1)
	explicit (1)
	exploits (1)
	exploring (1)
	explosive (1)
	expressing (1)
	extended (19)
	extensive (1)
	extensively (1)
	extent (3)
	extraordinarily (2)
	extremely (1)

	F
	face (5)
	faces (1)
	facing (1)
	fact (3)
	fails (1)
	failure (2)
	far (3)
	fascinating (1)
	faster (1)
	fear (1)
	fearful (1)
	Federal (1)
	Federation (1)
	feel (2)
	FELLOW (1)
	field (2)
	fields (2)
	Fifth (1)
	fight (2)
	fighter (2)
	fighting (1)
	final (1)
	finalizing (1)
	finally (2)
	find (4)
	findings (1)
	first (18)
	first-strike (1)
	Fischer (27)
	fit (1)
	five (2)
	fleet's (1)
	flexible (2)
	flowed (1)
	focus (9)
	focused (2)
	focusing (1)
	following (1)
	follows (4)
	force (8)
	Forces (24)
	foresworn (1)
	forget (1)
	forgotten (1)
	formal (1)
	formula (1)
	Forty (2)
	forward (10)
	forward-deployed (3)
	forward-operating (1)
	fought (2)
	found (1)
	foundation (1)
	four (1)
	Fourth (2)
	frank (1)
	Frankly (1)
	fraught (1)
	French (1)
	front (2)
	frozen (1)
	full (1)
	fully (3)
	fund (1)
	funded (2)
	further (2)
	future (6)

	G
	game (1)
	general (1)
	generals (1)
	generating (1)
	genuine (1)
	give (2)
	given (1)
	giving (1)
	GLOBAL (2)
	globally (2)
	go (1)
	going (7)
	good (5)
	gotten (1)
	government (5)
	GPS (1)
	greater (2)
	green (1)
	Greg (1)
	GREGORY (1)
	ground (1)
	Group (5)
	grow (1)
	grows (2)
	guarantees (1)
	guy (1)

	H
	hand (1)
	happening (1)
	hard (2)
	hardware (2)
	head (1)
	hear (1)
	heard (2)
	HEARING (10)
	help (2)
	helpful (2)
	high (7)
	high-end (1)
	highlight (2)
	highly (2)
	high-yield (1)
	hired (1)
	Hiroshima (1)
	historical (1)
	hold (1)
	homeland (5)
	homework (1)
	Hon (3)
	honor (1)
	hope (3)
	horizon (1)
	huge (1)

	I
	ICBMs (3)
	illustrate (1)
	imbalance (2)
	immediate (2)
	impact (3)
	implausible (2)
	implication (3)
	implications (2)
	important (11)
	improvements (1)
	improving (1)
	inability (1)
	incentive (1)
	includes (5)
	including (2)
	increased (1)
	incredible (1)
	incur (1)
	independent (1)
	India (3)
	indicate (1)
	individually (1)
	Indo-Pacific (1)
	INF (1)
	influence (4)
	information (2)
	informative (1)
	informed (2)
	informs (1)
	infrastructure (2)
	Initiatives (1)
	inside (1)
	instance (2)
	insufficiently (3)
	intact (1)
	integrated (2)
	integration (1)
	intellectual (1)
	intelligence (1)
	intending (1)
	intent (1)
	interaction (1)
	interest (2)
	interested (2)
	interesting (1)
	interests (1)
	INTERNATIONAL (2)
	intervene (1)
	intervening (1)
	introduce (1)
	invasion (3)
	invent (2)
	inventory (1)
	investing (2)
	investments (2)
	invitation (1)
	involve (3)
	involved (3)
	involvement (1)
	Iran's (1)
	Iskander (1)
	island (2)
	issue (2)
	ISSUES (3)
	its (17)

	J
	J5 (2)
	January (1)
	Japan (4)
	Jimmy (2)
	job (2)
	join (1)
	joining (1)
	Joint (3)

	K
	keep (4)
	keeping (2)
	kept (1)
	key (3)
	Kharkiv (1)
	kilometers (1)
	kind (1)
	King (34)
	kneejerk (1)
	know (15)
	knowledge (1)
	Korea (19)
	Korean (3)
	Korea's (1)

	L
	lab (1)
	LABORATORY (2)
	ladder (1)
	land (1)
	land-based (1)
	landing (1)
	landscape (3)
	large (5)
	largely (1)
	larger (1)
	large-scale (6)
	launch (2)
	launched (1)
	launching (2)
	LAWRENCE (2)
	leaders (1)
	leadership (4)
	leadership's (1)
	learn (1)
	led (1)
	legacy (1)
	lessons (1)
	level (4)
	levels (1)
	leverage (1)
	lieu (1)
	life (1)
	light (1)
	likelihood (2)
	limited (22)
	limiting (1)
	limits (1)
	line (2)
	list (1)
	listen (1)
	little (3)
	live (1)
	LIVERMORE (2)
	living (2)
	local (2)
	located (1)
	logical (1)
	long (11)
	longer (1)
	longstanding (1)
	look (6)
	Looking (1)
	lose (1)
	lot (8)
	low (6)
	low-level (2)
	low-yield (6)
	LRSO (1)
	luxury (1)

	M
	MAINE (1)
	maintains (1)
	major (10)
	making (2)
	manage (1)
	management (1)
	March (2)
	Marine (1)
	marker (1)
	marking (1)
	marks (1)
	massive (2)
	match (1)
	matter (2)
	mattered (1)
	Maya (1)
	mean (5)
	means (2)
	measure (2)
	measured (1)
	mechanisms (1)
	meet (2)
	meetings (1)
	Member (2)
	Members (3)
	mention (1)
	merit (1)
	message (2)
	met (1)
	mic (1)
	middle (1)
	militarily (3)
	military (9)
	mind (1)
	minuses (1)
	miscalculate (2)
	miscalculated (1)
	misinterpreted (1)
	mismatch (1)
	missile (10)
	missiles (4)
	missions (1)
	mistake (1)
	mobile (2)
	modern (2)
	modernization (7)
	modernizing (1)
	Montgomery (10)
	months (1)
	move (2)
	Moving (1)
	multiple (2)
	munitions (1)
	mutual (1)

	N
	name (1)
	NASD (1)
	nation (1)
	national (7)
	nations (1)
	NATO (14)
	NATO's (1)
	nature (4)
	naval (2)
	Navy (2)
	near (3)
	NEBRASKA (1)
	necessary (2)
	need (18)
	needed (3)
	needs (1)
	neither (2)
	networks (1)
	never (3)
	Nevertheless (2)
	new (11)
	newest (1)
	news (1)
	nodding (1)
	NON (2)
	noncompliance (1)
	non-nuclear (4)
	non-strategic (4)
	normalize (1)
	North (12)
	Northeast (2)
	notes (1)
	notice (1)
	novel (1)
	NPR (2)
	NPT (1)
	nuanced (1)
	NUCLEAR (164)
	nuclear-armed (9)
	nuclear-backed (1)
	number (1)
	numbers (3)

	O
	Obama (1)
	objectives (2)
	Obviously (2)
	Office (1)
	official (2)
	officials (1)
	offshore (1)
	okay (2)
	Omaha (1)
	one-kiloton (1)
	ones (2)
	ongoing (2)
	open (2)
	OPENING (2)
	operate (1)
	operational (5)
	operationally (2)
	operations (2)
	opinion (1)
	opponent (1)
	opportunity (4)
	opposed (1)
	option (2)
	options (7)
	order (2)
	orders (1)
	organize (1)
	OSD (1)
	outcome (1)
	outer (1)
	outside (1)
	outsiders (1)
	overemphasize (1)
	overmatched (1)

	P
	p.m (2)
	paired (1)
	Pakistan (5)
	part (5)
	participate (1)
	participated (2)
	particular (1)
	particularly (3)
	partners (2)
	path (4)
	pay (2)
	peer (9)
	peers (1)
	penetrate (3)
	people (1)
	perceived (2)
	percent (1)
	perceptions (1)
	period (3)
	persevere (1)
	person (1)
	personal (2)
	perspective (2)
	Ph.D (2)
	pin (1)
	PLA (3)
	place (4)
	placed (3)
	placing (2)
	plan (1)
	planned (2)
	planning (7)
	plans (4)
	platform (3)
	platforms (1)
	plausible (1)
	playbook (4)
	plays (1)
	pleasure (2)
	plus (1)
	plusses (1)
	point (4)
	pointed (1)
	points (1)
	policies (3)
	policy (9)
	policymakers (1)
	political (2)
	politically (2)
	population (1)
	ports (1)
	pose (5)
	posed (1)
	posing (1)
	positions (1)
	possibility (4)
	possible (3)
	post-Cold (1)
	Posture (10)
	potential (6)
	potentially (5)
	power (8)
	powers (2)
	preceded (1)
	preemptive (1)
	preexisting (1)
	prepare (3)
	prepared (5)
	presence (1)
	Present (2)
	presented (1)
	preserved (1)
	preserving (1)
	President (15)
	Presidential (2)
	presiding (2)
	pressure (1)
	pretty (1)
	prevented (1)
	previously (1)
	price (2)
	primarily (1)
	Principal (1)
	principally (1)
	principles (1)
	prioritize (1)
	prioritized (1)
	prioritizing (1)
	priority (1)
	private (1)
	privately (1)
	prize (2)
	probability (1)
	probably (3)
	problem (9)
	proceed (1)
	process (2)
	processes (3)
	program (1)
	programs (1)
	progress (2)
	PROJECT (3)
	projects (1)
	proliferation (2)
	promptness (3)
	propensity (3)
	property (1)
	proportional (1)
	proposition (1)
	prospect (2)
	protect (1)
	protection (1)
	provide (2)
	provided (1)
	provides (3)
	providing (2)
	provocations (1)
	provocative (1)
	proxy (1)
	psychological (1)
	public (1)
	publicly (2)
	purpose (1)
	pursuant (1)
	pursue (1)
	pursuing (1)
	put (1)
	Putin (4)
	Putin's (2)
	putting (1)
	puzzled (1)
	puzzling (1)

	Q
	quad (1)
	qualitative (3)
	quantify (1)
	quantitative (2)
	quantitatively (1)
	question (6)
	questions (5)
	quick (1)
	quickly (1)
	quite (1)
	quote (4)

	R
	R&D (1)
	raise (1)
	raised (5)
	rang (1)
	range (8)
	Ranking (2)
	rapidly (1)
	rate (1)
	react (2)
	readily (1)
	ready (1)
	real (2)
	realistic (1)
	real-life (1)
	really (4)
	reap (1)
	reason (4)
	reasons (3)
	reassurance (1)
	rebalance (1)
	recall (1)
	RECEIVE (1)
	received (1)
	recommended (2)
	record (1)
	reducing (2)
	referred (1)
	reflect (3)
	region (1)
	REGIONAL (23)
	regionally (2)
	regions (1)
	relations (1)
	relative (1)
	relatively (1)
	relevant (2)
	reliable (1)
	reliably (1)
	reliant (1)
	reluctance (1)
	reluctant (1)
	reluctantly (1)
	rely (4)
	remained (1)
	remaining (1)
	remains (2)
	remake (1)
	remarks (2)
	renders (1)
	repeat (1)
	report (2)
	represent (1)
	Representative (1)
	representing (1)
	require (1)
	required (2)
	requirement (2)
	requirements (1)
	requires (2)
	RESEARCH (3)
	RESIDENT (2)
	resolve (1)
	resort (3)
	respect (2)
	respond (1)
	responding (1)
	response (5)
	responses (2)
	responsibility (1)
	rest (1)
	restore (1)
	result (4)
	retaliation (1)
	retired (1)
	retirement (1)
	Review (3)
	Reviews (1)
	rhetoric (1)
	right (10)
	rising (2)
	risk (9)
	risks (1)
	rival (1)
	ROBERTS (24)
	robust (1)
	rogue (1)
	role (4)
	Room (2)
	rooted (1)
	round (1)
	row (1)
	Rules (3)
	run (1)
	running (1)
	Russell (1)
	Russia (25)
	Russian (15)
	Russians (5)
	Russia's (5)

	S
	Saturday (1)
	saw (1)
	saying (1)
	says (1)
	scale (2)
	scenario (1)
	scenarios (1)
	scope (1)
	Second (9)
	secondary (1)
	secondly (1)
	Secretary (3)
	secure (1)
	security (6)
	see (12)
	seek (1)
	seen (1)
	select (1)
	selectable (1)
	self-deterred (1)
	Senate (3)
	SENATOR (60)
	Senators (2)
	SENIOR (4)
	sense (1)
	sensitive (1)
	separate (1)
	serious (3)
	seriously (1)
	serve (1)
	served (1)
	service (1)
	Services (3)
	serving (1)
	set (1)
	shadow (1)
	share (1)
	sharing (5)
	sharp (1)
	shift (1)
	ships (1)
	short (3)
	short-range (1)
	shows (1)
	side (2)
	sides (1)
	sign (1)
	signal (1)
	signature (1)
	significant (8)
	similar (2)
	simply (2)
	single (1)
	sit (1)
	situation (3)
	situations (1)
	skillful (1)
	SLBMs (1)
	SLCM/N (9)
	small (2)
	software (5)
	solely (1)
	solution (1)
	somebody (1)
	somewhat (1)
	soon (1)
	sorry (2)
	sort (1)
	sound (1)
	South (12)
	Southeast (1)
	Soviet (1)
	space (1)
	Specifically (2)
	speculated (2)
	spend (1)
	spent (1)
	spring (1)
	SR-222 (1)
	SSC-8 (1)
	SSNs (1)
	stability (2)
	Staff (2)
	stake (2)
	stands (1)
	start (4)
	starting (2)
	state (1)
	STATEMENT (12)
	statements (3)
	States (23)
	station (1)
	steps (2)
	stood (1)
	STRATCOM (3)
	Strategic (22)
	strategies (3)
	strategy (17)
	strengthening (3)
	stress (1)
	strike (4)
	strikes (2)
	striking (3)
	strong (2)
	structure (1)
	structures (1)
	STUDIES (3)
	study (2)
	stun (1)
	Subcommittee (7)
	subject (3)
	submarine (1)
	submarine-launched (1)
	submarines (3)
	succeed (1)
	successful (1)
	sufficient (3)
	suggested (1)
	suicidal (1)
	sum (2)
	superiority (1)
	supplementing (1)
	support (1)
	suppress (1)
	Sure (6)
	surface (1)
	surprise (1)
	survivable (5)
	survive (1)
	suspect (2)
	symmetric (1)
	symmetrical (1)
	system (6)
	systems (7)

	T
	tabletop (1)
	taboo (5)
	taboos (2)
	tactical (6)
	tailor (2)
	tailored (1)
	Taiwan (5)
	take (15)
	taken (2)
	takes (1)
	talk (3)
	talked (3)
	talking (5)
	talks (1)
	target (1)
	targets (3)
	technological (1)
	technology (2)
	tell (2)
	tells (1)
	tend (1)
	term (2)
	termination (1)
	terms (6)
	terrible (1)
	terrifying (1)
	territory (4)
	testified (2)
	testify (1)
	TESTIMONY (4)
	thank (23)
	Thankfully (1)
	Thanks (3)
	theater (24)
	theories (1)
	theorists (1)
	theory (1)
	thesis (1)
	thing (4)
	things (7)
	think (37)
	thinks (1)
	Third (6)
	thought (3)
	thoughtful (1)
	thoughts (6)
	thousands (1)
	threat (8)
	threaten (3)
	threatening (1)
	threats (7)
	three (8)
	ties (1)
	tightly (1)
	time (19)
	timelines (1)
	timely (1)
	TLAM/N (4)
	today (16)
	today's (4)
	told (2)
	tonight (1)
	toolkit (1)
	tools (1)
	top (1)
	touched (1)
	Treaty (2)
	treaty-accountable (1)
	triad (3)
	tried (1)
	trigger (2)
	true (2)
	trying (3)
	Tuberville (2)
	Tuesday (1)
	turn (1)
	turns (1)
	two (8)
	types (1)

	U
	U.S (37)
	Ukraine (4)
	ultimately (2)
	uncontrolled (2)
	underestimate (1)
	underlying (1)
	undermine (2)
	understand (1)
	understanding (2)
	understood (1)
	underwater (1)
	underway (1)
	unfolds (1)
	United (21)
	unity (1)
	unrelated (1)
	unthinkable (2)
	upending (1)
	urgent (1)
	use (31)
	USG (1)
	Usually (1)

	V
	value (1)
	variety (1)
	various (4)
	victory (1)
	view (6)
	views (3)
	violated (1)
	violence (1)
	vital (1)

	W
	waged (1)
	wake-up (1)
	walk (1)
	want (18)
	wanted (1)
	wants (2)
	war (15)
	warfare (3)
	warheads (2)
	Wars (1)
	Washington (3)
	Washington's (1)
	watched (1)
	watching (1)
	way (5)
	ways (1)
	weakness (1)
	weaknesses (2)
	weapon (3)
	weapon-for-weapon (1)
	weaponization (1)
	weapons (47)
	Weaver (16)
	wedges (1)
	well (21)
	wider (1)
	willing (1)
	win (1)
	withdrawal (1)
	withdrew (1)
	witnesses (6)
	won (2)
	words (3)
	work (1)
	world (2)
	worried (2)
	worrisome (2)
	worst (1)
	wrong (1)
	wrote (1)

	Y
	Yeah (1)
	year (2)
	years (7)
	yield (6)
	yields (2)
	Yoon (2)
	Yoon's (1)

	Z
	zero (1)





