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OPENI NG STATEMENT OF HON. ANGUS KI NG U.S. SENATOR
FROM MAI NE

Senator King: W are talking today about the United
States nucl ear deterrence policy and strategy. | want to
t hank the witnesses today for appearing at this hearing to
give their views on our nuclear deterrence policy and
strategy. Together, these witnesses represent a weal th of
experience in public service and academ c thought. This is
our second hearing on nuclear deterrence and | believe it is
critical to expose the public to a diverse set of viewpoints
on this issue.

I wote ny college thesis on nucl ear deterrence 55
years ago, but the topic remains as relevant today as it was
back then; however, the environnent in which U S. deterrence
policy operates has significantly changed. W have noved
froma Cold War stance with the Soviet Union to a nultipolar
nucl ear world with space and cyber domains that al so affect
strategic stability.

Wiile we haven't built new types of nucl ear weapons or
delivery vehicles in the past 30 years, other nations, such
as Russia, and especially China, have done so. | hope this
hearing can bring out the inplications of these new and
of ten di sturbing trends.

Wi | e nucl ear deterrence nay seemto be a sinple

concept, it is, in practice, a conplicated systemw th many
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1 different elenments, including the thousands of wonmen and nen
2 who contribute to this mssion in the Departnents of Defense
3 and Energy. W owe it to them especially those in uniform
4 whose mssionis no fail 24/7, to educate the public on a

5 topic that is now undergoi ng significant change.

6 W will open with 5-minute witness statenents and then

7 go to 5 mnutes of questions between each side of the table

8 for each nenber.

9 Senator Fischer and | are going to have to pop in and
10 out because there is a third vote that is probably starting
11 right about now, but it will only take a couple of m nutes.
12 So, with that, Ranking Menber Fischer, for your opening
13 conmments.
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STATEMENT OF HON. DEB FI SCHER, U.S. SENATOR FROM

NEBRASKA

Senat or Fischer: Thank you, M. Chairnman.
And wel come to all of our w tnesses.

Ms. Gordon Hagerty, it is wonderful to see you again
and | am happy that you, along with Ms. Creedon, are here
today to be able to share your expertise about the
infrastructure that we need.

Too often, conversations about deterrence and nucl ear
posture focus exclusively on mlitary capabilities, but as
Admiral Richard testified before this conmttee earlier this
year, he said that sinply counting warheads is a crude
measure of a nation's overall strategic capability. The
state of a foreign nation's nuclear infrastructure nust al so
be included in our assessnents of their nuclear prograns and
I ncorporated into our analysis of that strategic stability.

In the sanme way, the state of our own infrastructure
must be di scussed as we exam ne our own posture. And while
previ ous nucl ear posture reviews have concluded that a
responsi ve nuclear infrastructure is a key conponent of
sust ai ning our nuclear deterrent, pacing threats, and
hedgi ng agai nst both technol ogi cal surprise and geopolitical
uncertainty, progress towards achieving this goal has been
uneven and nmuch work remains to be done.

So, we |look forward to hearing nore about this both

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
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1 fromyou on this issue as we consider the prograns and
2 policies and the overarching strategy behind our nucl ear

3 deterrent.

4 Thank you, all.

5 Senator King: Each of you has a very distingui shed

6 background, but in the interests of tine, | amnot going to
7 list your resune, except to introduce you according to your

8 current association.

9 W are going to start with TomZ. Collina, D rector of
10 Policy, at the Ploughshares Fund.

11 M. Collina, the floor is yours.
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1 STATEMENT OF TOM Z. COLLI NA, DI RECTOR OF PQOLI CY,

2  PLOUGHSHARES FUND

3 M. Collina: That would be hel pful. Thank you very

4 nuch.

5 M. Chairman, Senator Fischer, nenbers of the

6 commttee, thank you for inviting me. | amdelivering this

7 statenent on behalf of nyself and former Secretary of

8 Defense, Bill Perry, who regrets he could not be here today,
9 and | request permssion to submt the statenent for the
10 record.

11 Senator King: Wthout objection.

12 [ The statenent of M. Collina follows:]
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M. Collina: And | would like to thank you, M.

Chai rman, for holding this second hearing on nuclear policy
and | appreciate your willingness to hear froma w der
spectrum of speakers and views and | hope this sets a norm
for the commttee going forward, and | really appreciate it.

Let me start by saying, we welcone the statenent nade
today by Presidents Biden and Putin in Geneva, that a
nucl ear war cannot be won and nust never be fought. They
also reaffirmed their commtnent to arns control and their
attention to seek new arns control tal ks and we hope those
t al ks succeed.

Many of the ideas | wll talk about today are based on
the book Dr. Perry and | co-wote, called, The Button: The
New Nucl ear Arnms Race and Presidential Power from Truman to
Trunp. The main conclusion of that book is that U S
nucl ear policy is focused on the wong threat and by
focusing on the wong threat, we have adopted the wong
policy.

U.S. nuclear policy has for decades been built on one
central assunption: that Russia mght |aunch a disarm ng
first nuclear strike, a bolt fromthe blue, against the
United States. But |ooking back at the Cold War, we found
no conpel ling evidence that either side would have | aunched
a surprise attack and as STRATCOM Commander Richard recently

said, a bolt out of the blue is unlikely.
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Yet, by preparing for this unlikely threat, U S. policy
creates a greater danger, that these forces could be used by
accident. This is not just a theoretical possibility. W
came very close to nuclear disaster several tinmes during the
Col d War and the advent of cyber threats only increase the
ri sks of false alarnms and m st akes.

So, in our view, the Biden adm nistration now has an
opportunity to nodi fy dangerous nucl ear policies and give
the President nore decision tinme and here is how First, we
shoul d end sole authority for starting nuclear war. The
| ast weeks of President Trunp's termin office denonstrated
the extrene danger of giving one person unilateral authority
over launch. 1In the state of enotional turnoil, the
Presi dent coul d have ordered the use of nucl ear weapons.
Thi s danger was so acute that House Speaker Nancy Pel osi
actively | ooked for ways to prevent, quote, the unstable
Presi dent from accessing the |aunch codes and ordering a
nucl ear stri ke, unquote.

M. Chairman, we have learned this | esson too nmany
times now. Presidents should not have sole authority over
nucl ear war.

Second, the adm nistration should decl are sol e purpose.
The Bi den canpaign stated that the sole purpose of the U S
nucl ear arsenal should be deterring, and if necessary,

retaliating against a nuclear attack. To provide the
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greatest benefit, a sol e-purpose policy should clearly
prohibit the United States fromstarting nuclear war, should
rul e out preenptive nuclear attacks and prohibit |aunching
nucl ear weapons before an unconfirnmed attack arrives. A

sol e-purpose policy will require consultations with allies,
but allies should not be given veto over U S. policy.

Third, the Biden adm nistration should take |and-based
mssiles off alert. |If early warning sensors indicate that
m ssiles are end route to the United States, the President
woul d have to consider |aunching | CBMs before those mssiles
arrive. This is known, of course, as |aunch on warning.

But, as you know, once |CBMs are | aunched, they cannot be
recal l ed and the President would have | ess than 10 m nutes
to make this terrible decision.

If the President orders a |aunch and the attack is a
fal se alarm he or she woul d have started nucl ear war by
m stake. W should take I1CBMs off alert and end the policy
of launch on warning.

In addition to extending decision tine, the
adm ni stration can deter an intentional attack with a
smal | er and nore affordable nuclear force than currently
pl anned. Deterrence depends on a credi ble second-strike
capability, which is provided by our submarines at sea and
backed up by bonbers. The United States does not need | CBMs

to deter nucl ear war.
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So, in our view, we can safely cancel the ground-based
strategic deterrent and save nuch of the $264 billion
lifetime cost. At a mninmum this program shoul d be del ayed
while the adm nistration explores new arns to contro
negotiations with Russia, and I would just note the initial
progress nmade in Ceneva today. |In the neantine, the
existing Mnuteman m ssiles can be refurbished at a fraction
of the cost of buying a new mssile.

So, to conclude, by naking these inportant policy
shifts, we can save hundreds of billions of dollars, reduce
the risk of nuclear war, and still protect the United States
and its allies.

Thank you, and | | ook forward to your questions.

Senator King: Thank you very nmuch, M. Collina.

Next, we have Dr. Sharon K. Winer, Associate Professor

at the School of International Service, American University.

10
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STATEMENT OF DR. SHARON K. WEI NER, ASSOCI ATE PROFESSOR
AT THE SCHOOL OF | NTERNATI ONAL SERVI CE, AMERI CAN UNI VERSI TY

Ms. Weiner: Thank you very nmuch. Thanks for the
invitation to cone and speak to you today.

Senator King: Can you get a little closer to the
m cr ophone.

Ms. Weiner: Yes, indeed.

Thanks for the invitation to conme and speak today. 1In
my witten statenent, | acknow edge the organi zati ons have
that funded ny research, but | just want to --

Senator King: Wuld you like your witten statenent
submtted for the record?

Ms. Weiner: | would, please.

Senator King: W+thout objection.

[ The statenent of Ms. Weiner follows:]

11
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Ms. Weiner: Thank you.

| also want to make clear that the views | am
expressing today are ny own, okay. So, in ny witten
statenment, | nmake the argunment that there are nmultiple ways
to maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent
and that requirenents, and | amgoing to put those in air
quotes, are not a precondition that is necessary for
deterrence, but rather, they are one choi ce anong nany.

This afternoon, | would like to give you three exanples
of current choi ces about nucl ear nodernization and frane
them not as so-called requirenents, but as choices about
deterrence. The first | would like to ook at is a deliver
system GBSD. So, originally, the argunent for GBSD was
that it was basically cost, that it was cheaper to build a
new systemthan to maintain Mnuteman-111, but independent
analysis called that into question and then the argunent
shi ft ed.

Then it was M nuteman-111 couldn't be sustained; it had
to be replaced. That has al so been called into question by
| ndependent anal ysis, as well as Air Force w tnesses, and so
now i ncreasingly, the argunent for GBSD is that it is needed
to cover new threats that can't be covered by Mnuteman-1I11,
thus, GBSD is a requirenent for deterrence.

But let's consider, for exanple, that GBSD is required

for deterrence because it is needed to hold, at risk, a
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particul ar set of targets. Hypothetically, let's pick a set
of targets in China. And so, fromthe perspective of
deterrence we have to ask a couple of questions about making
this choice. One is, to what extent does deterring China
depend on holding at risk this particular set of targets or
is China already deterred by the certainty that the U S
SSBN fl eet has enough destructive capability to inflict
signi fi cant damage upon Chi na.

The second question is, if our SSBN force can hold at
ri sk, say, 95 percent of the nuclear targets in China, is it
worth the estimted $264 billion life-cycle cost of GBSD to
I ncrease that to hold at risk, say, 97 percent of those
targets; in other words, is GBSD a requirenent for
deterrence or is it nice to have because it buys down a
smal |l amount of risk, or is it one option anong many that we
have for deterring China.

Exanpl e nunber two, and this is warheads, specifically,
pit production. So, we are told that pit production soon,
and in fairly large quantity is necessary, that without it,
nucl ear weapons may not function as, again, air quotes,
requi r ed.

Certainly, if nuclear weapons don't work, then we have
a problemw th deterrence, but the current debate over pit
production isn't that the weapons don't work; it is how they

work. |If we have 95 percent confidence that a nucl ear

13
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weapon Wi Il explode on target with 98 percent of its
anticipated yield, does that deter nore or less, than a
weapon in which we have, say, 96 percent confidence.

G ven that we have just over one and a half thousand
depl oyed war heads, plus tw ce that nunber in the hedge, how
many of these weapons have to work at what |evel to deter or
do we have enough redundant capability to at least call into
question, the need to spend $18 billion or, likely, much
nore on the, quote, required pit production capacity.

So, | offer these exanples to illustrate that a safe,
secure, and effective nuclear deterrent can be achieved in
mul ti ple ways, but also to point out one enduring | egacy of
the U. S. nuclear force posture, which we know, and that is
t he i nbal ance between what is actually required for
deterrence and the stockpile that we build and nmaintain. In
the early 1960s, Secretary of Defense McNamara, decided that
he would try to cone up with a criteria for what it would
take to achieve the assured destruction of the Soviet Union.
So, he decided that that would be the ability to destroy 20
to 25 percent of the Soviet population and half their
i ndustrial capability. At the tinme, that equated to about
400, one negaton warheads. The U S. at that tine, had
al nost 18, 000 negat ons of warheads, okay. That was the
1960s.

More recently, in 2012, the mlitary concluded it could

14
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nmeet all of its necessary requirenents with about a thousand
depl oyed strategi c warheads, a third | ess than we have now
under New START. Most recently, in April, in front of the
House, Admral Richard said the triad is designed to neet

all presidential requirenents, even if one leg is lost. So,
t hese exanpl es suggest that there is roomfor significant
reductions wi thout conprom sing deterrence.

Qur choi ce about noderni zation need to consider each
conponent of the nuclear arsenal, not in isolation fromeach
ot her, but as part of a collective contribution to
deterrence. Too nuch noderni zati on sends a signal about
deterrence, that we are willing to risk a costly arns race
and instability. That we are interested in nore than just
nucl ear deterrence of existential threats to the United
States, that we are interested in either nuclear superiority
or nuclear warfighting, and I would argue both of those are
significant costs to noderni zation. Thank you.

Senat or King: Thank you very nuch for your testinony.

The next witness is the Honorabl e Madel yn Creedon,

Research Professor at George Washi ngton University.

15
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STATEMENT OF HON. MADELYN R CREEDQON, NONRESI DENT
SENI OR FELLOW ON FOREGN POLI CY, CENTER FOR SECURI TY,
STRATEGY, AND TECHNCOLOGY, BROOKI NGS | NSTI TUTE, RESEARCH
PROFESSOR, GEORGE WASHI NGOTN UNI VERSI TY, ELLI OI'T SCHOOL OF
| NTERNATI ONAL AFFAI RS

Ms. Creedon: Thank you very mnmuch for the opportunity
to appear before the Strategi c Forces Subcommttee on the
nost difficult, but inportant topic of nuclear deterrence.

At the outset, | just want to be clear that | appear
here today in ny personal capacity and that ny remarks and
vViews are ny own.

This subconmttee and this commttee, actually, has a
very difficult job. You nust exam ne the variety of
changi ng geostrategic conditions while trying to predict the
future, hoping that the decisions nmade today will result in
U S strategic systens able to counter the evolving threats
that future decades present; in short, ensuring that the
U. S. devel ops and maintains a powerful deterrent and that
t he nucl ear aspect of the deterrent remains safe, secure,
reliable, and effective, and fit for purpose, whatever that
pur pose may be over time, however the threat evol ves.

In 2005, Thomas Schel | i ng opened his Nobel Prize
| ecture by saying, the nost spectacul ar event of the past
hal f-century is the one that did not occur. W have enjoyed

60 years w thout nucl ear weapons expl oded in anger; what a
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stunni ng achi evenent or, if not an achi evenent, what
stunni ng good fortune. Then adding, can we nmeke it through
anot her hal f-dozen decades?

Since that |ecture, we have made it through anot her
decade and a half, but the question remains valid: can we
continue to avoi d nucl ear use or a nuclear conflict?

Today, the U S. is nost likely the only state with
nucl ear weapons that is not increasing the size of its
nucl ear arsenal. Russia, China, India, Pakistan, and North
Korea, are all nmmking qualitative and quantitative
| nprovenents to their nuclear arsenals. Even our close
ally, the United Kingdom has recently announced that it,
too, is making a very small increase the size of its arsenal
because of the changing geopolitical situation.

Wil e Russia remains the pacing nuclear threat, China,
as Secretary Austin recently said, is the tracking threat
for the future and will require a whol e-of - gover nnent
approach to counter.

How does the U S. regain | eadership to reduce the
nunber and rol e of nucl ear weapons, prevent nuclear
proliferation, and avoid an arns race, all while naintaining
a credible nuclear deterrent to protect ourselves and our
allies in the face of these new chall enges, and be prepared,
if deterrence fails, to respond.

In his 2009 Prague speech, President Cbama set the U S
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on a long-termpath to seek the peace and security of a
worl d wi thout nuclear weapons. The first step was to obtain
the New START Treaty, but after that, the world chose a

di fferent path.

China is expanding its nuclear arsenal and is
devel oping a true Triad of bonbers, subnmarines, and | CBMs,
many of which will be road-nobile and have regional and
i ntercontinental capability. This expansion, although
relatively early, is rapid and could at least triple the
size of China's arsenal, maybe nore, and the acconpanyi ng
delivery vehicles. Wat is the incentive for China to
reverse course?

Russia, on the other hand, is nmuch farther along in its
noder ni zation efforts, deploying a wde variety of new
systens, in addition to nodernizing its Triad; nore
i nportantly, Russia has a well-functioning nucl ear
i nfrastructure, capable of produci ng hundreds of additi onal
war heads and hot production |ines for mssiles.

Previously, U S. efforts to | ead by exanple, such as
decl assifying the total nunmber of warheads to provide
transparency were not reciprocated and are there now,
unilateral, or bi- or trilateral steps that could inprove
transparency and confidence that mght ultimtely be
reci procated and result in nutually beneficial reductions?

Are Russia and China interested in such discussions and is

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
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the US. willing to put on the table those things such as
m ssil e defense that nust be included in any serious
stability or transparency conversati ons.

Maybe the results of today's summt will provide an
opening. In the neantine, the U S. is behind. The NNSA has
conpleted a |ife-extension programfor just one nuclear
war head. The Air Force's |long-range stand-off mssile, the
AGM 181, just entered engi neering and nmanufacturing
devel opnent, EMD, this year, and the Air Force awarded the
EMD contract for the ground-based strategic deterrent, the
new | CBM at the end of |ast year.

These mssiles, as well as the new strategi c bonber,
and the Col unmbi a-cl ass submarine, both of which are in
devel opnent, won't begin to deploy until the early 2030s.
And whil e the NNSA has an exceptional science infrastructure
to underpin the warhead |ife extension and surveill ance
prograns, new scientific capabilities will be needed, such
as additional conputational capability and the new enhanced
capability for subcritical experinments in Nevada.

And t he weapons production conplex, on the other hand,
needs attention. Although significant work has taken place
over the last 10 years, to say that it is in dire straits is
probably not an exaggerati on.

In time, NNSA w Il also need new facilities to produce

materials, such as lithium tritium and eventually highly
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enriched uranium As GAO noted in its recent report, the
| ong- anti ci pated bow wave of nucl ear nodernization is here.
As the Biden adm nistration said in its interim
nati onal security guidance, the U S. can nmaintain a credible
deterrent, sure our allies, and get back on the road to a
wor |l d wi thout nucl ear weapons, even in the face of
I ncreasingly greater chall enges and worseni ng geopolitical
circunstances. W need the snall steps and the bold noves
to make this happen.
Thank you, and | | ook forward to your questions.

[ The statenent of Ms. Creedon follows:]
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Senator King: Thank you. Next, we have the Honorabl e
Lisa E. Gordon Hagerty, former adm nistrator at National

Nucl ear Security Adm nistration.

And | apologize, | wll have to go vote and Senator
Fischer will be in charge and I wll be back nonentarily.
Go ahead.
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STATEMENT OF HON. LI SA E. GORDON HAGERTY, FORMER
ADM NI STRATOR, NATI ONAL NUCLEAR SECURI TY ADM NI STRATI ON

Ms. Gordon Hagerty: Thank you.

Chai rman Ki ng, Ranki ng Menber Fischer, thank you for
the invitation to testify before you today on the state of
the U S. nuclear deterrent, the nuclear conplex, which
supports it, and policies affecting it.

My perspective today is fromthat of a career
pr of essi onal, having served nore than 35 years in the U S
Governnent, both in national and nuclear security prograns,
as well as for a period of tine in the private sector.

My nost recent position was as the fifth adm nistrator
of the National Nuclear Security Adm nistration. | was
honored to return to the Governnent to serve our great
nati on once again and work with the dedi cated nen and wonen
and wonen of the nuclear security enterprise, Arnmed Forces,
the i nteragency and international partners.

| would like to submt a statenent for the record.

Senator Fischer: [Presiding.] Wthout objection.

[ The statenment of Ms. Gordon Hagerty follows:]
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Ms. CGordon Hagerty: Thank you.

And today, | would Iike to make sure that the positions
that | take and the opinions are expressed are ny own.

For 7-plus decades, the cornerstone of our great
nation's security has been grounded in our nuclear
deterrent. Throughout this period, our allies and partners
have chosen to rely on the strength and the comm t nent of
the United States to extend our defense on their behalf
agai nst a nyriad of potential threats. W have advanced,
however, to an era where near-peer nuclear conpetitors,
adversaries, and malign actors, pose new and asymetric
t hreats agai nst us.

In addition to the ever-present strategic nucl ear
t hreat agai nst which we have planned for many decades, it is
now comonpl ace to | earn about high-profile, cyberattacks,
or ransomnare incidents. Wile we should prepare for and
def end agai nst these new chal |l enges, | urge policynakers not
to | ose sight of the bedrock of our security.

Now, nore than ever, our near-peer conpetitors and
adversaries are nonitoring our policy decisions and acti ons,
or in some cases, inactions, and either perceive or believe
that the United States is close to the breaking point in
noder ni zi ng our deterrent.

The United States can no |onger afford the |uxury of

time, nor should it delay its efforts and willingness to
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preserve our strength. Russia's strategic forces are
currently undergoi ng conprehensi ve nucl ear noderni zati on and
are al so pursui ng novel nucl ear weapons, not covered by New
START. China continues to increase the nunber,

capabilities, and protection of its nuclear force and its

| ack of transparency in its prograns rai ses questions
regarding its future intent. Both are investing significant
resources and delivery platforms, such as hypersonic live
vehi cl es.

These nucl ear powers have nmade cl ear that their nuclear
weapons will be a vital conponent of their respective
security postures, which continue threatening the United
States' interests around the world for the foreseeable
future.

Wiile the United States often speaks to the robustness
of our deterrent, which keeps the peace, we are at a
crossroads. At the end of the Cold War, U S. |eadership
took an inportant step to reduce the tending and di stress
that marked relations with the Soviet Union by significantly
reduci ng its nucl ear weapons stockpile, determ ning that
mai nt enance was its singular priority.

U.S. nucl ear security |aboratories devel oped |ife-
extension prograns for systens in the stockpile, whose
desi gns were based on nom nal 10-to-20-year service lives

and are now bei ng extended to 50 years and beyond; a
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testament to U. S. scientific and engi neering comuniti es.

However, | would contend to you that those deci sions
failed to anticipate future challenges, as the U S finds
itself as the only nucl ear weapon state that is neither
desi gni ng, nor building new nucl ear weapons. This is yet
anot her reason that full funding of and support for the
nucl ear security enterprise infrastructure is nore inportant
t han ever.

Moder ni zation w |l support existing stockpile
mai nt enance and prepare for the design, devel opnent, and
fielding of future nodern stockpile systens. Let ne be
clear, I amnot advocating for massive reconstruction of the
nucl ear weapons conplex, as it was 30 years ago, though we
shoul d all agree that there nust be sone resilience built
into our enterprise.

And while this hearing is inmportant to does the
desperately needed noderni zation, | would remnd you that is
only a fraction of the NNSA budget. It also funds the
wor kf orce, the worl d-class scientists, engineers,
techni cians, and adm ni strative support staff that support
critical mlitary application, arnms control and di sar manent,
and other vitally inportant national security prograns that
only they can execute.

Sinply put, when budgets are decreased, the staff is

cut. At atine when the U S. iIs focused, and rightfully so,
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on educating and hiring STEM qualified, best and brightest
i nto our national security sector, there is an obvious

di sconnect when the focus is exclusively on bonbs and

war heads, yet here we are, knowing that the NSC is nearing
t he breaking point, the Obhana adm nistration enbraced that
reality, supporting a conprehensive nodernization program
and the Trunp admnistration did, as well.

Recently, NNSA reported that the anticipated two-site,
pl ut onium pit production strategy wll be del ayed, unable to
nmeet Congress' direction and DOD m ssion requirenments to
field the GBSD in 2030. This is another stark rem nder that
over the past two decades, several previous adm nistrations
refused to proceed wth construction of a nodern pit
manufacturing facility, replacing a critical production
capability that was shuttered nore than 30 years ago at the
Rocky Flats Pl ant.

Wi |l e conpl ai nts conti nue over the cost of the GBSD
every busi ness case has borne out that if the M nutenan-
I[11"s life is extended, it will cost nore than the GBSD.

The GBSD has been designed to be adaptable and responsive to
new t echnol ogi es, incorporate comon parts, and respond
quickly to enmerging threats. Bottomline, GBSD wll| be nore
reliable and easier to maintain.

| strongly urge you to continue providing your

unwavering support for these national security m ssions,
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doi ng everything to ensure the success and pursuit of gl obal
nucl ear security. For the past 2-plus years, both sides of
aisle agreed with and conmtted to the nodernization and |

am cautiously optimstic that |eadership will continue to do

so.
Nucl ear weapons are horrific nmeans of warfare, yet they

have kept the peace and have prevented Wrld War 11l with

robust policy and progranms. | would urge you to focus on

the inportance of our future national security, not for
today or tonmorrow, but for what we nust nmaintain to ensure
that our freedons are secure in the decades to cone.
Thank you, and | | ook forward to your questions.
Senat or Fischer: Thank you very nuch.

M. Kroeing, Dr. Kroeing?
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STATEMENT OF DR. MATTHEW KROEI NG, PROFESSOR OF
GOVERNVENT AND FOREI GN SERVI CE, CGEORGETOM UNI VERSI TY,
DEPUTY DI RECTOR, SCONCROFT CENTER FOR STRATEGY AND SECURI TY,
ATLANTI C COUNCI L

M. Kroeing: Geat.

Ranki ng Menber Fischer, thank you for the opportunity
to appear today to discuss U S. nuclear strategy. | would
like to request that ny witten statenent be entered into
t he record.

Senator Fischer: Wthout objection.

[ The statenent of M. Kroeing follows:]
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M. Kroeing: US. nuclear strategy is distinctive for
three reasons. First, unlike other countries, the United
States doesn't just use its nuclear weapons to defend
itself; it uses its nuclear weapons to protect the entire
free world. The United States extends nuclear deterrence to
over 30 formal treaty allies, sone of the world's best
gover ned denocracies. Conbi ned, they nake up, roughly, 60
percent of the gl obal CDP.

So, these countries rely on U S. nucl ear weapons for
their security and it is also in the U S national interest
to maintain geopolitical stability and these inportant
regions and to prevent the spread of nucl ear weapons as
t hese countries don't need to build their own nucl ear
weapons, as they can rely on a U S. nucl ear deterrence.

So, the Biden adm nistration has rightly made
strengt hening alliances and strengthening the rul es-based
i nternational systema top priority of its foreign policy,
and in order to do that, we are going to need a robust,
noder ni zed, and flexible nuclear force. U S. nuclear
weapons are a central pillar of the U S. alliance network
and the rul es-based international system

U.S. nucl ear weapons are distinctive for a second
reason. The United States, unlike other countries,
practices so-called counterforce nuclear targeting. O her

countries, such as China, we believe, in the event of a
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nucl ear war, would use their nuclear weapons against U S.
popul ati on centers, attenpting to slaughter |arge nunbers of
I nnocent civilians.

The United States, on the other hand, practices
counterforce targeting; only targeting legitimate mlitary
targets. And we do that for two reasons. One is |legal and
ethical. W want to abide by the |aw of arnmed conflict.

But the second reason is strategic. |f an adversary
were to decide to launch a nuclear attack, U S. counterforce
strategy could limt damage to the United States and its
allies, saving mllions of U S and allied |lives. That has
inplications for U S. force posture. A larger arsenal is
needed for a counterforce strategy.

The third thing that is distinctive about U. S. nucl ear
strategy is we can afford it. Oher countries |ike France
and Chi na, considered superpower arsenals in the past and
decided that they just couldn't afford it. The United
States has been blessed with the |argest, nost innovative
econony since 1945 and has been able to field a robust
nucl ear force at a small fraction of its Defense budget.

So, in short, the United States asks nore of its
nucl ear weapons than other countries, and so it nakes sense
that we require a nore robust force. As President Kennedy
put it in 1961, the United States needs a nucl ear arsenal,

quote, second to none.

30

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
www.aldersonreporting.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

31

The nucl ear threat environnment is deteriorating as you
are heard in many hearings over the past several weeks.
Autocratic revisionist countries, Russia, China, North
Korea, are expandi ng and noderni zing their arsenals. Russia
I's building battlefield and exotic nucl ear weapons that are
not constrai ned by New START, arguably giving Russia a
quantitative and qualitative advantages over the United
States. China is on pace to double, if not triple, or
quadrupl e its nucl ear arsenal over the com ng decade. This
neans for the first time in U S. history, it faces two
di stinct adversaries w th meani ngful nuclear capabilities.
And then North Korea is on the verge of becomng only the
third U S. adversary with the ability to threaten nucl ear
war agai nst the U. S. honel and.

So, the nuclear security environnent is deteriorating.
So, to deal with this challenge, the United States does need
a robust, flexible, nodernized force. It should continue
t he bipartisan noderni zation plans, started by President
Gbana, continued by President Trunmp. So, this neans
noderni zing all three legs of the Triad: |CBMs, submarines,
and bonbers, the LRSO, NC3, and the underlying nucl ear
conpl ex.

Al so, the United States should continue with the
suppl enental capabilities called for in the 2018 Nucl ear

Posture Review, the |lowyield, submarine-launch ballistic
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mssile, and the | owyield, submarine-launch cruise mssile.

Now, sone are arguing that the United States shoul d
del ay or cut the plan nodernization, but that would be a
m stake. It would weaken U.S. nucl ear deterrence. It would
cause U. S. adversaries to question our resolve and it would
cause U. S. allies to doubt our commtnent to their security.

I nstead, | would recommend that Congress ask DOD to
study whet her existing requirenments or existing plans are
sufficient to neet deterrence requirenents or whet her
guantitative and qualitative enhancenents nay be necessary.
It is hard to inmagine that the programof record that was
started in 2010 in a very different security environnent, is
still sufficient in 2021, as Russia, China, and others build
up their nuclear capabilities.

So, in short, | think if the United States wanted to
have a nore isolationist foreign policy, pullback fromits
alliances, ignore international law, then it could afford to
make deep cuts to its nucl ear arsenal.

But so long as the United States wants to continue to
play its international |eadership role, support its allies,
and uphol d the rul es-based international system then it
will continue to require a robust nuclear force.

Thank you, and | | ook forward to your questions.

Senator King: [Presiding.] Thank you, sir.

W will now have 5-m nute rounds of questions and see
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where the discussion takes us.

Let's just pick up where M. Kroeing left off. M.
Collina, wouldn't our failure to nodernize, given the age of
the M nuteman or your view is we should abandon the | CBMs,
woul dn't that, in itself, send a negative deterrent signal,
if you will, to our adversaries?

M. Collina: Senator, thank you for the question.

Senator King: Turn your mke on, please. Thank you
very nuch.

M. Collina: Senator, thank you for the question.

You know, when you | ook at deterrence, the basis of
deterrence in ny viewis assured retaliation, that we nust
be able to retaliate to any nuclear strike that may cone.

The | and-based ballistic mssiles, the |CBMs sinply
play no role in that. They are not an assured deterrent and
here is why. |If there were notice of an incom ng attack,
but that attack has not yet |anded, that |aunch could turn
out to be a false alarm So, |aunching our | CBVMs before
that attack | ands, we could be starting a nuclear war by
m st ake.

| think everyone woul d agree that would be a ni ghtmare
scenario that we would never want to be in, so we can't
| aunch those I1CBMs first. But you can't |aunch them second
either, because if it is a real attack, then those | CBMs

have been destroyed in the ground, because they are
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vul nerable. They are inmobile in silos.

So, there really is no use case for the ICBMs, in ny
opi ni on, but they are quite dangerous, because as |ong as
they are there, any President would be attenpted, m ght even
be advised to | aunch those nucl ear weapons in an alert
situation where there may be an incom ng attack.

Senator King: Well, because we know they are all
targeted, the tenptation is use it or lose it is --

M. Collina: That is exactly right.

And so, there is this built-in incentive once they are
there, as they are there now, to use them before the attack
arrives, but that raise the daunting prospect that we would
start nucl ear war by m stake. And, again, | think we want
to agree or should all agree that that is not a scenario
that we want to be a part of.

Senator King: Well, one of the argunents that | --
real |y, what you suggest is just vulnerability of the
submari nes. They are there.

My concern is we thought space wasn't nornmal, too,
several years ago and now it is not and what if in 5, 10, 15
years from now, our adversaries figure out ways to track our
submari nes, then suddenly, they are not [inaudible] | worry
about the perpetual [inaudible].

M. Collina: Senator, | agree with you that we need to

worry about future threats to the submarine force. The
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concerns about the subs becom ng vul nerabl e as been a
concern for decades. It hasn't happened yet, in part,
because of the very capable research and devel opnent program
that the Navy has to stay ahead of threats to submari nes.

We need to keep doing that. W need to keep investing
in RND for submarine survivability. At the sane tine, we
are deploying a new generation of nore stealthy submarines.
So, on top of that, we have the bonbers as a backup to that.
So, | would say that we have three forns of insurance to the
possi ble future vulnerability of submarines. Those three
forns are enough.

And as | said, the ICBMs don't really provide any
I nsurance because they are sinply not usable in any of the
scenarios that you can i nmagi ne.

Senator King: Let ne ask a question, if any of you
that want to junp on this. Wy is China reluctant to the
point of refusal to enter into any kind of nuclear tal ks?
Apparently, they were invited. They didn't even want to
observe the New START di scussions with Russia.

M. Kroeing, any ideas on that?

M. Kroeing: Yes, | would be happy to answer that.
think part of it is a lack of history and experience with
arns control. You know, we think of arms control as a broad
category of policy instrunent, but, essentially, it is

really been an instrunent used between the United States and

35

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
www.aldersonreporting.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

36

Russi a.

So, | think there is sone chance that over tine, the
Chi nese could be brought into the arnms-control fold,
although it will be difficult. | think a second reason is
Chi nese strategic culture, the idea, | think in the West, we
often think that transparency neans security, being open,
showi ng t he Russi ans what we have, seeing what they have. |
think for the Chinese, they see things very differently,

t hat secrecy equals security, hiding capabilities.

And, you know, | amtold that when sonme Chi nese heard
about the way we do New START inspections, they were shocked
at this, that we all ow Russians to cone and | ook at our
capabilities and vice-versa.

So, | think it will be difficult, but | think if arns
control is to be neaningful in the 21st Century China w ||
have to be brought in. It is not the 1970s anynore with the
United States and Russia, and strategic forces is not the
only adversary or the only types of capabilities we would
like to control.

Senator King: Well, it may be as China reaches a nore
mature | evel of their nuclear force, then, perhaps, they
wi |l feel confident enough to enter into these discussions.
| certainly hope so.

Senator Fi scher?

Senator Fischer: Thank you, Senator King.
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Dr. Kroeing, opponents of ICBMforce often describe it
as vul nerabl e; neanwhil e, advocates point out that there is
only one nation, Russia, that has the neans to destroy it,
and argue that it is contradictory to talk about sonething
that could require as many as 800 Russi an nucl ear war heads
to destroy as bei ng vul nerable.

Can you describe the principal benefits of maintaining
the Triad, and in particular, retaining the | CBM I egq.

M. Kroeing: Yes, | would make a coupl e of points.
First, there has been a bipartisan consensus since the 1960s
with the United States regarding the Triad and the | CBMs.
Even sone national security officials who cane in skeptica
about the I1CBMs, |like Secretary Mattis, said once they have
really | ooked at the problem they realize that the United
St ates does need | CBMs for deterrence.

And so, if you look at the 2018 Nucl ear Posture Review,
we set out four major goals of U S. nuclear strategy:
deterrence, assurance, hedgi ng agai nst an uncertain future,
and achi eving objectives if deterrence fails. And | CBMs, |
t hi nk, are necessary for advancing all four of those goals.
They strengthen deterrence. As you pointed out, it would be
very difficult to disarmthe U S. ICBMforce. Only Russia
woul d have a hope of even trying that. It strengths
assurance, and to Senator King's question to M. Collina, |

have talked to allies who said that they are watching U S
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noder ni zation plans closely and they woul d see a scaling
back of our programas contributing to their concerns about
Anmerica's wllingness to neet its alliance coommtnents. It
hel ps us to hedge agai nst an uncertain future. For sone of
the reasons that Chairman King nentioned, we can't be
certain that we can rely on the survivability of the
submarines. And they also help us to limt damage if
deterrence fails by providing additional capabilities that

t he adversary woul d have to target before they could kil

mllions of Anericans.
So, for all of those reasons, | think |CBMs are
critical. The last point I would nake, it is interesting

that we have this debate in the United States, because if
you | ook at other nuclear powers, the Russians, the Chinese,
and the others, they see ICBMs as the mainstay of their
deterrent, the nost inportant |leg, where in the United
States, sonme think that they are expendable, but | do think
they are critical for deterrence.

Senator Fischer: | amvery concerned about staying on
schedul e for noderni zation of all of our platforns. So, as
we look at this with the Triad and the inportance that we
pl ace on each leg of that Triad, could you address bonbers,
specifically, and the fact that they are not arned and ready
and what that does to the planning of different options that

could be presented to the President.
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M. Kroeing: Yes, that is a good question.

We often tal k about how we have a Triad, but when you
tal k about capabilities that are actually ready and coul d be
used pronptly, it is only the I1CBMs and the SLBMs. The
bonbers are not on a day-to-day alert.

And so | think all three | egs bring unique
characteristics to U S. nuclear deterrence and, again, for
decades, there has been a bipartisan consensus that all
three I egs are necessary for U S. nuclear strategy.

Senator Fischer: Could you al so address, sonetines
ICBMs, it is referred to as being on a hair trigger. And we
heard M. Collina talk about a President being able to nake
maybe an enotional decision, an irrational decision that
woul d viewed by many as being irrational. By law, that
can't happen.

Can you go through, step-by-step, how decisions are
reached and what the options are, then, and who they cone
fromwhen it is presented to the President.

M. Kroeing: Yeah, so when people say that | CBMs are
on a hair-trigger alert, | think that is m sleading, and
when people tal k about de-alerting |ICBMs, really, what that
means i s physically renoving warheads fromthe mssiles and
putting them sonewhere else and to only be uploaded in a
crisis or a war. And so, | think that doesn't make sense.

It does make sense to keep the warhead nated.
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This idea that the President would face a use-or-|ose
situation, | think there is actually a |ogical contradiction
I n those argunents because people say we should get rid of
| CBMs so the President doesn't have to face this terrible
"use it or lose it" decision, but if we can afford to get
rid of 1CBMs, then the President could afford to wait out
the nuclear attack and that is an option available to the
President. He could wait to ride out a nuclear attack.

On the other hand, if these capabilities are so
i nportant that the President mght want to use them
i mediately in a crisis, then that al so neans that we can't
afford to get rid of them So, | think that these argunents
that we can get rid of them because they are destabili zi ng,
again, rests on a contradiction.

My viewis that these are critical capabilities and,
therefore, we should keep them

Senator Fischer: Thank you.

Senat or King: Senator Rounds?

Senat or Rounds: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

And thanks to all of our panelists today for visiting
and taking time to cone in and visit with us on this issue.
Ms. CGordon Hagerty, the National Nuclear Security
Admini stration's 2022 budget is 28, the submi ssion is $28
mllion |ess than the fiscal year 2021 request. From your

experience as the former adm nistrator of the NNSA, do you
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believe this year's request contains sufficient funding to
continue to bring the agency's infrastructure and
capabilities into the 21st Century, and can you descri be the
consequences if the NNSA is denied full funding for
addressing its deferred mai ntenance backl og.

Ms. CGordon Hagerty: Senator Rounds, in my previous
capacity as admnistrator of the NNSA we put together a
very conprehensive 5-year national security plan known as
the 5-year [inaudible]. And that started in 2021. That saw
some significant growh over 18 percent or so budget overall
and the Congress supported that budget, went forward with
that for fiscal year 2021.

Part of that decision-nmaking process was putting
toget her what was called a zero-base budget. So, we relied
on the expertise of the |abs, plans, and sites, and
headquarters experts to determ ne what the nodernization
program shoul d be, given that we can't fund everything up
front, but what were the internal priorities, what were the
priorities for defense prograns for nucl ear
nonproliferation, and for naval reactors.

Once that floor was supported, which was at the $19.8
billion budget for fiscal year 2021, the plan activity was
to grow nominally 2.1 percent per year over year over year
for the foreseeable future, vying any catastrophic issues.

In fact, I wll give you one. Last year, the NNSA
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t hroughout the sunmer during the pandem c, did not mss a
delivery schedule to the Air Force or to the Navy, and

wor ked t hrough the pandemc. So, we asked at the tine, as
adm ni strator, asked our workforce to continue to operate
t hrough the pandem c and they did so.

Now, we put certain priority or certain |esser
priorities aside in order to execute the m ssion, the
ongoi ng m ssions for the Air Force and Navy and made every
delivery on tine. And so, | would say that we had to
reprioritize, and that is what they have done in the NNSA
for | arger prograns.

| am concerned that, in my opinion, | am concerned that
if it is not fully funded in all the different three areas
of the NNSA's budget, either the personnel will be affected,
as | nmentioned in nmy opening statenent, when budgets are
cut, people are cut, and second of all, the nodernization
prograns need to be supported fully. And | amnot quite
sure that the budget that was submtted for fiscal year 2022
does that. | believe Defense progranms was fully funded.
That is good, however, they took resources out of research
and devel opnent and other critical areas.

So, | amvery concerned that they are not paying
attention to the priorities. And what happens, as what we
have seen in the past, is once sonething slips to the right,

if you wll, everything slips, and it has inpacts across the
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entire enterprise. So, | amvery concerned about that, yes.

Senat or Rounds: Thank you.

M. Collina, I have to admt, your testinony to ne was
eye-opening and it is going to make it tough to sleep at
ni ght thinking that that m ght be a possibility as to what
you are suggesting, and not so nuch the threat of nuclear
war being accidental, but the thought that we woul d
actual ly, seriously consider not doing a Triad.

I know that you indicated that you partici pated and
aut hored a book in which you had anal yzed, based on the
Russian threat to the United States. How did you, in your
book, address the issue of the China threat, which clearly
Is the focus today in terns of what we see over the next 20
to 25 years?

M. Collina: Thank you, Senator.

| think we definitely need to be concerned | ooki ng at
Chi na, where they are today and where they may go. But |
think we have to keep it in perspective. The United States
has over 10 tinmes as many nucl ear weapons as Chi na does.

Yes, China may be increasing. They may or may not
doubl e their arsenal over the next decade; we will have to
see.

Senat or Rounds: My | just ask, where did you get the
I mpression that we had that many nore than the Chinese did,

| am just curious.
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M. Collina: It is just open-source information,
Senat or .

Senat or Rounds: Thank you.

M. Collina: They have, roughly, 4,000 nuclear
war heads - -

Senator Rounds: Well, that is the reason why | asked.
| want to know whether or not where the information was.

| amjust curious, M. Kroeing, would you agree with
t he assessnent that China is one that we shoul d observe, but
following along the lines as M. Collina suggested, one to
be observed, but not necessarily the peer conpetitor that
many of us see, and | don't nean to put words into M.
Collina's mouth, but | think that is kind of, | think nost
of us see them as being the peer conpetitor for us in the
next 10 to 25 years.

M. Kroeing: Yes, | do see China as the nost
significant national security threat to the United States
and its allies, like the Trunp adm nistration did and |ike
the Biden admi nistration does. And | amquite concerned
about the nuclear threat, as well, because M. Collinais
referencing the entire size of the U S. nuclear arsenal,

I ncl udi ng stockpile and other things, but if you | ook at
depl oyed, strategic nucl ear weapons, the United States has
1,550. The Russians al so have 1,550. China, if it doubles,

triples, or quadruples, then it becones not quite a peer to
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the United States, but it is getting closer.

And | am al so concerned about the non-strategic nucl ear
advant ages that Russia and China have in the theater.

Russia has a | arge stockpile of non-strategic nucl ear
weapons. China has a | arge stockpile of internedi ate,
short, and nedi umrange mssiles that they could use to
del i ver nucl ear weapons against U S. allies, bases, and
forces in the region. And the United States' non-strategic
nucl ear capabilities are quite m ninal.

So, | amworried about this buildup and | think the
United States needs to think hard about deterrence with
bot h, Russia and China together, which | think is a distinct
chal l enge that we haven't fully faced before.

Senat or Rounds: Thank you.

And M. Chairman, thank you. | just would point out
that | think perhaps one of the nost challenging things for
us in this commttee and perhaps as a Congress, is to be
able to share appropriately how qui ckly China is naking
changes to their nuclear capabilities, and | suspect that is
going to be one of the biggest changes we are going to have
is how do you get that information out, because a |ot of
peopl e are maki ng assunpti ons based on information that nmay
not be accurate.

Senator King: And we will continue to does this topic

as we nove al ong.
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Senat or Rosen, via Wbex, please? There she is.

Senat or Rosen: And our w tnesses, of course, for being
here to testify, as well.

And Ms. Gordon Hagerty, it is so good to see you again.
It was a pleasure touring the Nevada National Security Site,
| guess it was 2019, so not so |ong ago.

But the nucl ear command and control and communi cati ons,
or NC3 systens of the United States, are connected, of
course, through a network of communi cations, data processing
systens, and that potentially |eaves us vul nerable to
cyber att acks.

So, DOE's Inspector General's audit concluded in April
t hat cybersecurity weaknesses persist throughout the
Departnent's uncl assified networks, including those of the
NNSA or the Nevada National Security Site.

And so, Ms. Creedon and Ms. CGorton Hagerty, given that
NNSA' s networ ks were conprom sed by the SolarWnds attack in
Decenber, how concerned are you that strategic rivals of the
United States may try to infiltrate and harm U. S. nucl ear
I nfrastructure and how can we make our systens there nore
resilient against cyber threats, whether it is proactive
detection, analysis, mtigation of threats, incidents, and
the |ike.

So, Ms. Creedon, you can go first, please.

Ms. Creedon: Thank you, Senator.

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
www.aldersonreporting.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

It is certainly confusing and troubling to | ook at the
wi de variety of capabilities that Russia and others have
when it cones to cyber capabilities or at l|arge, not just
t he Sol arWnds, but also the Russian crimnal adventures
with Colonial Pipeline and also wth the neat-packing
facility.

The good news is that the classified networks of NNSA
remai ned secure and it was the uncl assified networks that
were apparently penetrated, based on public reports.

The problem though, as you nentioned going forward, is
as we noderni ze our nuclear command and control systens
across the board, not only at NNSA, but also at DOD, we have
to be extraordinarily careful that we |ook at all the
potential avenues for conpromse, if you will, and that as
we design these things, they have to be as flexible and they
have to be as capabl e as possible, and they al so have to be
extraordi narily redundant.

So, those are the things that | would | ook for as you
exam ne where the NC3 systemgoes in the future; ironically,
a lot of the current NC3 systemis so old that by the virtue
of the fact that it is really old, although it is not
terribly vulnerable to cyberattacks, but the flipside is
that it is also very hard to maintain.

So, just keep in mnd that we have to have these new

capabilities and they have to be as good as we can nake
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t hem

Senat or Rosen: No, | understand about IT
noder ni zat i on.

Ms. CGordon Hagerty, do you want to speak to this?

Ms. Gordon Hagerty: Yeah, it is very nice to see you,
too, Senator. Thank you.

| would agree with everything that Ms. Creedon sai d.
W are constantly being attacked and penetrated by
adversaries, whether they are internal crine syndicates or
whet her they are adversaries, China, Russia, and others,
appearance and those attacks take place on a daily basis.

We need to be highly flexible. W need to put together
a 21st Century and beyond cybersecurity capability. And I
know Chai rman King tal ked about it a couple of weeks ago,
and it is disconcerting that we have systens that are
sonewhat antiquated, but we are noving as quickly as we
possi bly can, | believe.

We have to be ever-vigilant and have flexibility in
ternms of putting together a highly effective cybersecurity
program whether it is an NC3 or whether it is against
classified systens. G eat progress has been nade over the
| ast couple of years, but we need to be flexible in order to
deal with incomng threats on a regular basis. Thank you.

Senat or Rosen: Well, thank you.

And | want to stay with you, Ms. Gordon Hagerty,
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because as the | ast NNSA adm nistrator, you were responsible
for ensuring the U S. nucl ear weapons stockpile renai ned
safe, security, and reliable, w thout the use of underground
nucl ear weapons testing. | know we had a chance to talk
about this a lot.

Part of that m ssion included, of course, conducting
t hose subcritical and physics experinments at the Nevada
National Security Site, conbined with advances in nucl ear
nodel i ng and these, of course, reduced the need for
expl osive testing, while ensuring the effectiveness of our
nucl ear stockpil e.

So, can you speak to the inportance of the Nevada
National Security Site to the stewardship of our nuclear
stockpile and the i nportance of upgradi ng the Ul-A conpl ex
at the site?

Ms. Gordon Hagerty: Yes, | certainly will.

In ny capacity as adm nistrator, | had an opportunity
to work very closely with all eight |abs, plants, and sites,
especially with the Nevada national security organization,
which | still fondly call the Nevada test site.

Senat or Rosen: Me, too.

Ms. CGordon Hagerty: For those of us who have been in
the community for a long tine, it is incredibly inperative
to be able to retain the capabilities at not only Ul-A, but

t hroughout the entire Nevada National Security Site. It is
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a single location throughout the United States where we can
conduct uni que testing, underground testing using
subcritical experinments. It is where the NNSS a putting its
enhanced subcritical capabilities for future testing and
capabilities to ensure that our stockpile renmains safe,
security, and effective, in the absence of returning to
under ground expl osive testing.

So, it is incredibly inportant that Ul-A continue to be
fully funded. The research and devel opnent prograns that
are being put in place, the ECSA and ECSE, and others at Ul-
A, shoul d be conpletely supported.

In addition to that, nmany other prograns are being
supported at the NNSA, including counterterrorism prograns,
nonproliferation prograns, arns control, and other
i ncredi bly inmportant national security mssions that need to
have a | ocation at which to conduct those activities and the
NNSS is the perfect |ocation at which to do that.

So, it is avitally inportant el enment of the National
Nucl ear Security Adm nistration and our entire national
security conpl ex throughout the United States Governnent.

Senator Rosen: Well, thank you. | appreciate that and
all the work that you did with us in Nevada and | | ook
forward to trying to be sure that we do our part to keep our
nucl ear stockpile safe. Thank you.

Senator King: Thank you, Senator.
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Now, via Webex, Senator Warren.

Senator Warren: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

And thank you for calling this hearing wth a panel of
wi tnesses that truly reflects the diversity of thought that
exists within the community of nuclear policy experts. It
is critical that our subcommttee hears this full range of
Vi ews.

Just a few weeks ago, President Biden rel eased his
presi dential budget request, which included nore than $42
billion to nodernize the United States' nuclear arsenal.

The Congressional Budget O fice estimtes that these
noderni zation efforts will cost taxpayers nearly $1.7
trillion over the next 30 years. That is a staggering
anount of noney.

But experts, and even forner Defense secretaries have
cast doubt on whether these investnents will actually deter
our adversaries and nmake us safer.

So, Dr. Weiner, you are an expert on deterrence and its
i ntersection with nuclear nodernization. Let ne just ask
you, will these |l evels of spending on very expensive nucl ear
weapons result in a significant inprovenent in the United
States' strategic deterrence?

Ms. Weiner: So, thank you, Senator, very much for that
guesti on.

So, let me respond with what the U S. mlitary has said
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about this. As | nmentioned in ny testinony in 2012, they
concluded that the U S. can neet all of its deterrence
requi renents with one-third fewer nuclear weapons. So, this
woul d suggest that deterrence will not necessarily be
| nproved with a nodernization program

| nmean, no one should doubt that the U S. arsenal has
enough to achi eve assured destruction of both, Russia and
Chi na, our two supposed main conpetitors. And any attenpt
to really inprove upon this capability assunes that we can
somehow m cr omanage deterrence, that we can tailor it for
i ndi vi dual adversaries and situations, and that we can
sonehow magi cal ly predict when our deterrent wll be
chal  enged wi th what and how, but we can't. W can't
predict the future of those things. W don't know who is
going to chall enge us how, when, and where, and the eneny
al ways gets a vote.

So, the nore nuanced our deterrent becones, the higher
t he consequences if we are wong about predicting that
future. | think it is safer to actually assune the
deterrence is robust is assured destruction, the assured
destruction, which we currently have, and that noderni zation
comes with additional costs; costs of instability, arns
races, and the dangerous notion that sonehow nucl ear weapons
are useful for nore than deterring existential threats to

the United States.
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So, | would actually argue that nodernization m ght
make deterrence worse and | ess robust than it currently is.

Senator Warren: That is a very interesting perspective
on this. You know, | keep thinking about this, and | think
about it in connection wwth the kind of conmtnent we are
maki ng on dollars. You know, the nunber | was citing
earlier, it is just a baseline nunber, and we see the cost
of nucl ear weapons prograns over and over, balloon from
their initial estimates with little or no accountability
from Congress. The Governnment Accountability O fice report
concl uded that NNSA' s, quote, nuclear security budget
materials do not align with the agency's noderni zati on
pl ans, end quote.

I n other words, NNSA's noderni zation schedule is just
unrealistic and likely to cause nore than anticipated, and
now you are injecting into this, it not only may not nake us
safer, it may actually be nore destabili zing.

So, let ne stick on the spending end of this a bit, but
| et me ask you, Dr. Weiner, do you believe that it is
reasonabl e to expect that the United States will end up
spendi ng significantly nore on nucl ear noderni zation than
what has al ready been esti mated?

Ms. Weiner: | think it would be unrealistic to assune
that we have seen the top price tag for this, and for sone

very good reasons. First of all, we don't nodernize our
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nucl ear weapons every day and it is not |like we can call,

pi ck the box store of your choice and say, oh, | would like
to please have a solid rocket notor for ny new GBSD. |
nmean, these are unique systens. It is hard to anticipate
the cost of sonething that we haven't made in a very |ong
tinme.

But one thing we can anticipate is that we have a bad
track record of bringing in projects on schedul e and under
budget or on budget. And so, one of the things | did in
preparation for this hearing was to pick one program and
say, if | use the history of that agency's managenent of
maj or projects, in this case, it is NNSA if | pick one
program which we are told is vital for nuclear
noderni zation and | inflate the cost of that program
according to the past history of that agency's ngjor
projects, what do | get?

And so, the program | picked was pit production. So,
originally, pit production was estimted to cost between 3
and just under $8 billion. The current estimates, which I
think came out just quite recently, are between 11 and $18
billion. So, already a |ot of going up there.

But | | ooked back at sone of the other major prograns
on par with this sort of thing that NNSA has to do. So,
UPF, the uranium processing facility, if pit production goes

up as nmuch as UPF did, and keep in mnd, UPF, eventually, |

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
www.aldersonreporting.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

55

think it was Congress said you have to stop spending nore

noney on this, but if pit production goes up as much as UPF,

I nstead of spending 11 to 18 billion, we will be spending
potentially $49 billion on pit production, the current
pl ans.

If we use CMRR as our | odestone, the chenmistry and
netal lurgy research and repl acenent facility, then we are
tal ki ng about spending, in terns of costing inflation, about
$53 billion on pit production, not 11 to 18.

O if you want to pick the poster child for things that
cost nore than we thought they would, that would be MOX,
and, again, the very building where we are going to put in a
pit production facility at the Savannah River site, yes.

So, we never finished MOX, but it went up from11.4 billion
to $28 billion. To my know edge, there has never been, |
don't think Congress has ever even done an investigation of
what went wrong with the MOX project and why it went up that
much.

Yeah, we are going to use the sane facility for our pit
production facility. So, if pit production goes up as nuch
as MOX did, instead of 11 to 18 billion, we could be
spending 66 to $150 billion on pit production.

Senator Warren: Www. Thank you very nuch. | see that
| amway over nmy tinme, so |l will stop now.

| have other questions that | wll submt about the
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wi sdom of giving just one person the sole authority to
| aunch nucl ear weapons.

But thank you for your indulgence, M. Chairman. |
appreciate it and | appreciate your having this hearing, and
| appreciate our wtnesses bei ng here.

Senator King: Thank you, Senator.

Senator Kelly?

Senator Kelly: Thank you, M. Chairman.

I want to, first of all, thank all of the wtnesses to
being here today. It is great to see all of you.

So, Secretary Austin has stated that nucl ear deterrence
Is the Departnent of Defense's highest priority and that the
nuclear Triad is the bedrock of our national defense. In
years past, the United States and Russia engaged in a high-
st akes nucl ear arns race and today, new nations, such as
China and North Korea, have rapidly advanci ng nucl ear
capabilities and Iran is heading in that direction.

So, Ms. Creedon, | want to get your thoughts on
countering the threat fromlran. A nuclear Iran is a threat
to Israel and to regional security, including US.
interests. W can't accept it, yet in recent years, Ilran
has made advancenents in their nuclear program

Ms. Creedon, what are the best options available to
stop Iran fromgetting a nucl ear weapon and how do we

enhance regional and U. S. security?
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Ms. Creedon: Thank you, Senator.

The JCPOA, which was negotiated during the Cbhama
adm ni stration, although it was not enduring for the |ong-
term what it did was it attacked the nost problematic
aspect of what was then the Iranian program and that was the
enri chment of uranium The deci sion was nmade during that
JWPQOA t hat these nobst dangerous things would be gone after
first and then in tinme, as relationship inproved, there was
the possibility for further actions.

| personally believe that withdrawal fromthe JCPOA was
a significant mstake. It set us back in terns of the
capabilities of Iran. They have slowy reversed vari ous
aspects of that JCPOA, and so | hope that this
adm nistration, as it has begun to have new di scussions with
Iran and trying to do sonething that | ooks |ike getting back
into the JCPOA, whatever that neans at this point in tine,

I s successful. The only way we are going to nmake sure that
| ran doesn't devel op nucl ear weapons is through these
di pl omati c processes.

Senator Kelly: You know, ny understanding, | think it
has been reported that the Irani ans have begun sone tine ago
now after the last adm nistration got out of the JCPQOA, that
t hey have begun flowi ng uraniumgas into their centrifuges.
So, the progress they have made since the agreenent has

ended, assum ng we get to a new agreenent, would you agree
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that we have to figure out a way to get back to the
capability or pre-ending the JCPOA agreenent, and then how
woul d we do that?

Ms. Creedon: So, absolutely, Senator.

And the nmechani smfor doing that was established in the
JCPQA and even though the U S. pulled out, that nechanismis
still in place and that nechanismis having the
I nternational Atom c Energy Agency do very intrusive
I nspections of the various facilities in Iran.

So, interestingly, Iran had not pushed back on the | AEA
in terns of its inspection. Qbviously, there are issues
associ ated with sone of the inspections, but that regine,
which is the nost intrusive regine that the | AEA has with
any country, needs to go forward and al so to be
strengt hened, if possible, in any future negotiations
anongst the various countries that are now re-engagi ng.

Senator Kelly: Thank you. And, Ms. Creedon, one nore
question for you. 1In a 2018 interviewwth Australia's
Perth USAsia Centre, you nentioned three areas of concern
regardi ng nucl ear weapons in the Indo-Pacific region. |
don't know if you recall this interview 3 years ago, but you
mentioned risk of theft for terrorist use as a ri sk,
acci dental use, m staken use.

How do we work with other nuclear nations to ensure

t hat none of those concerns that you raised cone to pass,
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not only with our allies, but do we also do that with our
adversaries?

Ms. Creedon: Thank you, Senator.

We had a very |arge and extensive programw th Russi a.
There is a, it was larger, now snaller, effort with China to
really focus on materials, because the materials are what
are the hardest to get and, yet, the key el enent of sone
terrorist or anybody el se getting nucl ear weapons or nucl ear
expl osi ve devices. So, focusing on these materials, making
sure that the materials are secure, that there aren't excess
materials roam ng around, if you will, understanding how
adversaries are manufacturing these materials, particularly
North Korea, what are they doing, are they nmaterial s-
secured; these are all things that we really have to focus
on.

One of ny historic worries has been, we have tal ked a
| ot about counterterrorismand nuclear terrorism and not
when, but -- or not if, but when this m ght happen, and it
hasn't happened. So, that is good fortune. It is the
result of a |ot of good work.

But now | sonetinmes worry that this concern has naybe
dropped off the radar screen. | think that is a mstake if
we don't continue to support and fund these counter-
proliferation, proliferation prevention, and counter -- the

I nterdiction prograns, all of these prograns that are geared
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to making sure that the materials are secure and not falling
into the hands of those that we don't want themto fal
I nto. Thanks.

Senator Kelly: Thank you.

Senator King: Dr. Kroeing, you sat very patiently and
| i stened to sonme argunents about why we shouldn't, didn't
have to nodernize, it would be too expensive.

Wul d you like to respond to those comments?

M. Kroeing: Yes, thank you for the opportunity,
Senat or .

The nunbers for U S. nucl ear noderni zation are, indeed,
| arge, but | think spending cones down to priorities and
what are our priorities. And the U S. Departnment of Defense
has said that the nuclear deterrence is the nost inportant
m ssion of the U S. Departnent of Defense.

And if you put those nunbers in the context of the
overal | Defense budget, they are nodest, in my view Five
percent of the U S. Defense budget is what has been
estimated for U S. nucl ear nodernization.

And so, reasonabl e people can disagree, but | think
that is a value --

Senator King: |Isn't one of the problens that we are
noderni zing all three legs of the Triad at the sane tine?

| liken it to a budgetary pig in the python of the

budget. W have the submarines, the new bonber, and the
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noderni zation of the mssiles, all comng within about a 5-
to-10-year period, which is going to eventually tail off
after those capital investnents are made.

Isn't that, froma budgetary, point of view, isn't that
so?

M. Kroeing: Yes, we face the spa wave of nucl ear
noder ni zation, that is right. And so, | think it would have
been better if we had started sonme of these progranms in the
past, but now we are nearing a place where these platforns
are really nearing the end of their service life, and as
ot hers have testified, | think it would be dangerous to
extend the service lives of these capabilities further.
There are only so many tines a submarine can go down and
cone back up wi thout endangering the lives of the sailors.

Senator King: Let ne pursue with you one of the
questions that | think M. Collina raised that | think at
| east bears discussion, and that is the sole authority
| Ssue.

Ri chard Ni xon was notoriously unstable toward the end
of his period in the Wite House, heavy drinking, and then
there was even a tinme when | think Secretary Schl esinger
said, don't do anything that the President tells you w thout
checking with ne.

We are tal king about civilization. W are not talking

about a strategic strike on an arns depot. W are talking
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about the fate of civilization.

And it is unlikely, as | have seen the various
scenarios, that it is a bolt fromthe blue, where it has to
be a nonentary decision. Wy not a systemthat says the
President, the Secretary, the Chief Justice of the Suprene
Court, and Speaker of the House, or some, you know, | just
made that up, but some group of people to make this
t renmendous deci si on.

Because in nmany cases, as | say, it is not a matter of
mnutes; it could be hours or days. And so, the entire fate
of the civilization is not resting in one person's hands,
whoever 1t is, the President of the United States is a hunan
| i ke the rest of us. Gve ne sone thoughts.

M. Kroeing: The first thing | would say is | think it
s not quite accurate to say that the President has the sole
authority. There would be other people involved. The order
woul d have to go through at | east one other mlitary officer
and then it would have to go down to the |aunch officer.

Senator King: But the only stoppage, | have been
through this, the only backstop is illegal order. But |I am
ol d enough to renenber the Saturday N ght Massacre, where
Presi dent N xon went through three layers until he got
sonebody who would carry out his order. He fired three
people until he got to Robert Bork.

So, that doesn't satisfy nme because | am sure that any

62
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Presi dent could eventually get to sone col onel who woul d
say, yes, sir, M. President.

M. Kroeing: So, the second thing | would say is |
think there are scenarios where pronpt use of U S. nuclear
weapons woul d be inportant and could save nmany lives. So,
for exanple, if North Korea used a nucl ear weapon agai nst
Seoul and was getting ready to use a second or a third, |
don't think we would want to have a commttee neeting to
deci de whet her we should use U. S. capabilities, possibly
nucl ear weapons, to stop that attack fromtaking pl ace.

So, | do think that pronptness can be inportant for
saving U S. and allied lives in certain plausible scenarios.

Senator King: And not to put words in your nouth, but
on this issue of cost, it also has to be wei ghed agai nst the
cost of being wong, isn't that correct, which would be
I measur abl e.

M. Kroeing: That is right. Possibly Wrld VWar |11,
nucl ear war. And so, | think 5 percent of the Defense
budget is a good val ue.

hama' s Secretary of Defense, Ash Carter, said nuclear
weapons don't actually cost that nuch. Secretary Mattis,
Trunp's Secretary of Defense, said we can't afford nationa
survival. So, it is a large nunber, but | think it is a
good i nvest nent.

Senator King: Senator Kelly, do you have further
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guesti ons?

Senator Kelly: Well, just to followup on the
Chai rman' s questi ons.

Don't we often think about this in terns of the first-
strike capability conpared to a response, if we detect a
| aunch and we can verify that that is an incom ng strike
fromone of our adversaries, that the decision tree could
be, is there a scenario where you see that the decision
matri x and the nunber of individuals involved is different
in one case conpared to the other?

M. Kroeing: So, just to nmake sure | understand,
Senator, so, there nay be sone scenarios in which we would
have a comm ttee nmake a decision on nuclear use and others
where we would want to have the President to have sole
aut hority.

Senator Kelly: Yeah, | amnot necessarily, | don't
think we should get into the coormttee scenario, but maybe
different options to maybe interrupt a decision based on
what the scenario is.

Have you thought through that process?

M. Kroeing: WlIl, to be honest, it is not an issue
that | have given a lot of attention to. M initial thought
I's that that could weaken a deterrence. The United States
has never had a no-first-use policy.

Senator Kelly: Unh-huh.

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
www.aldersonreporting.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

65

M. Kroeing: W want our adversaries, especially the
Russi ans, the Chinese, the North Koreans, if they are
t hi nki ng about aggressi on against us or our allies, even
non- nucl ear aggression, to have the possibility that U S.
nucl ear weapons coul d be used in the back of their m nd, and
so | think steps we take to conplicate that process could
give them nore reassurance that they do not have to worry
about U.S. nucl ear weapons, that the process is too
cunbersone, that it would be unlikely that they would be
used. But it is an issue that | should give nore thought to
because | see that it is of interest to the conmttee.

Senator Kelly: Well, thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

Senator King: -- you use sonething simlar. The
argunent that | have heard to counter that, us undertaking a
no-first-use or declaring a no-first-use policy is that it
woul d underm ne the confidence of our allies. Japan has
been nentioned to the point where they may say, well, we
can't really count on the Anerican unbrella, therefore, we
wi || devel op our own nuclear capability, or South Korea, or
anot her ally.

What is a response to that argunent?

M. Collina: Thank you, Senator.

Vell, first, et nme say that | think a no-first-use

policy would be very much in the U S. national security
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i nterest because there is no realistic scenario where the

U S would want to start a nuclear war. | nean, think about
It, why would we want to start a nuclear war, which is what
first-use is.

No President has used nucl ear weapons in 75 years,
because they have seen no need to and sinply don't want to
do that. So, | think we have a de facto no-first-use policy
today, it is just we are not getting the benefits for it.

And in terns of the allies, |I fully understand that the
alli es who depend upon U. S. extended deterrence will be made
nervous by a U S. no-first-use policy, but | think we can
address their concerns by reassuring them because extended
deterrence does not depend on first-use. Extended
deterrence depends on assured retaliation.

What we are saying is, if you, our allies are attacked,
we wll be there for you. That is a retaliation promse; it
is not a first-use promse. So, | think we need to sit
down, and | fully understood that this requires a heavy-Ilift
di plomatic effort, and a | ot of danage was done in the Trunp
adm ni stration on the alliances, so | conpletely get that.

But the Biden adm nistration needs to sit down, and in
the Biden adm nistration, it is being conceived as a sol e-
pur pose question. That is the termthat is being used
there. But the Biden --

Senator King: Let ne followup on that for a m nute.
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M. Collina: Yeah.

Senator King: Doesn't that, then, let North Korea off
at hook, with regard to chem cal and bi ol ogi cal weapons?

Deterrence is in the mnd of the adversary. Don't we
want them nervous about, gee, if we use chem cal weapons in
a massive way, we could face a nuclear strike? You want to
put your adversary in a gquandary.

M. Collina: Senator, |I think that is a great
gquesti on.

| would say that we only want to nake threats if they
are credible. If the United States nakes threats that are
not credi ble, that underm nes all our other threats that we
make.

| do not perceive it as credible that the United States
woul d start nuclear war with North Korea over a chem cal or
a bi ol ogi cal weapons issue, because that opens us up to
nucl ear retaliation from North Korea, particularly, when we
have conventional weapons that can handle that threat.

So, | would only want the United States to make threats
that are credible, and to nme, the first-use of nuclear
weapons, sonething that we haven't done in 75 years and t hat
woul d open us up to nuclear retaliation is a bad idea and is
sinply not a credible threat.

Senat or King: Thank you.

Senator Sullivan, wel cone.
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Senator Sullivan: Thank you, M. Chairnan.

And | want to conplinent the chair on your active
tenure and aggressive posture on all these hearings. |
think they are great. | really do. So, thank you. It is
really, really informative for everybody, including nyself.

Senator King: | think this is one of the toughest
chal l enges, intellectual and --

Senator Sullivan: Al of these are tough.

Senator King: Yeah.

Senator Sullivan: So, | amgoing to ask you guys a
t ougher one, no, not a tougher one; a tough one, as well.

Dr. Kroeing, | wll start with you, but naybe the
others can junp in. So, we had a hearing in this
subconm ttee | ast week on mssile defense and as you know,
our ground-based mssile interceptor programis primrily
desi gned for a ROGUE nation, North Korea, Iran, and, you
know, there have been sonme argunents about, oh, nmaybe we get
rid of that, too.

| think that is a really bad idea, because then you
assunme that KimJong-un and the Ayatollah are irrational
actors, which, | think there is a | ot of debate about that,
whet her they want to go down in a flame of glory and fire
of f weapons.

But there was a broader issue that General VanHerck

mentioned at the end of the hearing. W just started to
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unpack it. It is really how does nissile defense contribute
to flexibility in our strategic deterrence?

And | don't think enough peopl e think about that, but
it is this idea that if you don't have any kind of mssile
defense, so let's say North Korea | aunches a nuke and all of
a sudden we don't have mssile defense and it is com ng our
way and we are |ike, oh, geez, now what do we do? | guess
we have to retaliate.

So, now we fire one off towards Pyongyang and the
Russi ans and the Chinese are |like, what the hell is this
com ng? And all of a sudden, you have World War I1| because
you had no strategic flexibility.

If North Korea | aunches a nuke towards us, we shoot it
down. We say we are really mad. Maybe we retaliate, maybe
we don't.

So, can you talk a little bit nore about that strategic
deterrence and flexibility that our mssile defense system
al t hough, only focused on ROGUE nations, admttedly,
provi des much nore strategic deterrence at the great power
| evel that a |ot of people mss that.

M. Kroeing: Thank you, Senator.

| think that is correct, that mssile defense does
contribute to U S. deterrence. Deterrence theorists
di sti ngui sh between deterrence by retaliation and deterrence

by denial, and mssile defense is essentially a deterrence
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by deni al .

If North Korea thinks that it m ght be able to conduct
a limted nuclear attack against the United States or Russia
and China, the fact that we have m ssile defense conplicates
that calculation for them It takes cheap shots off the
tabl e.

Senator Sullivan: And what about this idea of
flexibility in our own strategic deterrence; neaning, we
don't have to imediately go to a nad, kind of scenario with
themthat could draw in other countries who have nassive
arsenal s.

M. Kroeing: That is an inportant point.

As well, if we didn't have missile defense and an
adversary conducted a nucl ear attack against the United
States, | think it is alnost certain that a U S. President
woul d have to retaliate.

Wth mssile defense, it does provide options, as you
point out. |If we shot a mssile down, | think it would
reduce the pressure the President felt to retaliate with
nucl ear weapons. That is a good point.

Senator Sullivan: Thank you.

Let ne ask M. Collina, | think I mssed it, but I
t hi nk Senator Rounds said the idea of renoval of the | CBMs
fromthe Triad keeps himup at night. It keeps ne up at

ni ght, too.
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So, were you the one advocating for that, and give ne
your best shot on it. You know, | amalways trying to learn

here, but it is highly unlikely you are going to convince

me. | find the argunent and notion alnost irrationally
I rresponsi ble but give it your best shot. | just want to
hear it.

| agree with Senator Rounds, that woul d keep nme up at
night, as well, but you are an expert, so what is your
argunent on that?

M. Collina: Well, Senator, | want to appreciate your
guesti on and your openness to hearing argunents that you may

not be fully open to, but | really appreciate --

Senator Sullivan: | amnot that open.

M. Collina: | appreciate it.

Senator Sullivan: Listen, | amkind of curious.

M. Collina: | appreciate the spirit in which you ask

it. And here is how | would answer your question.

You know, there are two ways that you would use an
ICBM right; you would use it first or you would use it
second. And let's | ook at those in turn.

If you use an ICBMfirst, and presunmably, you are doing
t hat because you think there is an attack com ng at us,
right, that there is warning of attack, and you use the | CBM
first before that attack gets here, that could be a fal se

alarm And if that is a false alarmand you used the | CBM
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first, we have just started nuclear war. To ne, that is the
ultimate nightmare. | think we can all agree that we want
to avoid that situation. So, using ICBMs first is sinply a
bad i dea.

Ckay. So, you can use themsecond. Well, if that is a
real attack and those weapons | and, the I CBMs are gone.

They are all in their holes, in their silos; they are

vul nerable. So, if it is a real attack, the attack | ands,
presumably ainmed at the | CBMs, because they are the main
targets to go after, we don't have them avail able for second
use.

So, you can't use themfirst. You can't use them
second. \What are they for?

At the sanme tine, because they are there, they create
this "use themor |ose them situation, where a President
woul d have to at | east consider the option and nay even be
advised to use themin a situation where there is a warning
of an attack comng in, and that increases the possibility
of us starting nuclear war by m stake.

So, fromthat perspective, you can't use themfirst.
You can't use themsecond. But it creates the danger of us
starting a nuclear war by m stake.

Senator King: And, in fact, we had sone close calls in
that regard, did we not?

M. Collina: W have had close calls. And the person
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who | wote the book with, forner Secretary of Defense Bil
Perry, lived through two fal se alarnms when he was in the
Pent agon and there were two incidents in 1979 and 1980 where
there were reports that there were hundreds of | CBMs com ng
in fromRussia. 1|In one case, the warning went all the way
up to the national security advisor, who was al nost ready to
call the President of the United States, at that tine,
President Carter, to say, M. President, there is a Russian
attack comng in, what should we do? And at the | ast

mnute, it was determned that that was a fal se al arm

So, we have had way nore false alarnms than we have had
real attacks. And | would just add the cybersecurity
element to all this. W are all aware that cyber threats
are increasing. They are also increasing to our nuclear
systens, to our command and control systens, to the point, |
woul d submt, that a President, when getting an alert that
there may be an attack comng in, has to assune that that
attack is false until proven otherw se, not just because of
the false alarns that we have had in the past, but because
cyberattacks nmake additional false alarns nore |ikely.

And we can't address those threats through cyber
defenses. W can only address themthrough policy, and in
nmy opinion, the policy has to be, assune the attack is
false, until proven otherwi se. That neans you cannot |aunch

| CBMs first.
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Senator King: Senator Kelly?

Senator Kelly: So I, like Senator Sullivan, | am
convinced, as well, but it sounds |ike, though, you could be
advocating possibly for a bigger investnent in the United
St at es Navy.

| served in the Navy for 25 years and we don't have
that first-use, second-use issue with our nuclear submarine
deterrent.

M. Collina: That is quite right.

The submarines are a great exanple of a force that they
are invul nerabl e when depl oyed at sea. You don't have the
"use it or lose it" crisis in the way that we do in | CBM.

If an attack is comng in, you can wait out the attack, as
horri ble as that sounds, and see if it is a real attack.
And if you know it is a real attack, then you can retaliate.

You know, people think that if there is a warning of an
attack comng in, that we have to respond right away. 1In
fact, an inmmedi ate response of ours does not stop the attack
fromcomng in, right. |If that is a real attack, it is
going to | and either way.

So, better to wait it out, see if it isreal. If it is
not real, your self-control has just saved the world. And
If it is real, you still have the subs out in the oceans
that can retaliate.

So, fromny perspective, you know, it is a no-brainer.
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You don't launch nucl ear weapons on warning of attack.
Senator Sullivan: Wo wants to rebut that argunent?
Senator King: Go ahead, Dr. Kroeing.

M. Kroeing: Wll, | disagree with ny colleague. |
think that there are situations when the United States m ght
want to use ICBMs first and that it could al so use | CBMs
second.

So, the scenario that was pai nted was, we get, our
sensors pick up evidence of an attack and then the President
is trying to decide whether to respond. But | think this
bolt out of the blue, Cold War scenario is unlikely, as many
peopl e have sai d today.

Rather, | think the greatest risk of nuclear war is
maj or conflict, regionally, that escalates, and | think
there are scenari os where Russia invades NATO al lies, China
I nvades or attacks allies in the region, maybe these use
ot her unconventi onal weapons, where the United States woul d
want to consider nuclear first-use. W do not have a no-
first-use policy.

In addition, | think the United States m ght want to
use nucl ear weapons second and it could use | CBMs second.

It is a robust force, 450 ICBMsilos. To destroy all of

t hose, Russia would have to use 900 nucl ear weapons. There

IS no guarantee that they would succeed, so | think that

| CBMs are survivable. It is not sone easy target for an
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adversary to take out. Only Russia could contenplate that.
China and North Korea couldn't even, doesn't even have the
capability to conduct that kind of attack.

And the idea that there is this "use it or lose it"
problem | think rests on a false dilema, you know, a
common, illogical fallacy. In the real world, there are a
| ot of choices, other than use and | ose. You can negoti at e,
use conventional forces and ot her things.

So, | do think that, as | said earlier, that ICBMs are
an inportant part of the U S. nuclear arsenal. There has
been a bi parti san consensus on that since the 1960s and they
advance all four of the major goals of the U S. nuclear
policy outlined in the 2018 Nucl ear Posture Revi ew.

Senator King: Dr. Winer, you had a thought?

Ms. Weiner: | just wanted to comment on the "use it or
|l ose it" dilema and the notion that in the mddle of a
crisis, a President would sit back and say, you know, there
are other options than the one that | am being presented
with. So, | have a research project that actually uses a
virtual reality experience to duplicate just exactly this
crisis, right. And so, you get to play the role of
President. People are giving you all the advice you want
and you have --

Senator King: That would really cause Sullivan to | ose

sl eep.
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[ Laught er. ]

Ms. Weiner: Cone participate.

So, you know, you get all the information you want.

You can ask anybody any question that you want. But the
fact of the matter is there is soneone rem ndi ng you that
you have 15 mnutes or |less to make a choi ce; otherw se,

those ICBMs could be gone. They are a valuable mlitary
asset, and so you have to consider that.

There is al so soneone rem nding you that you probably
really want to | eave the Wiite House pretty quickly, because
we don't know what else is out there, so you nay have to
| eave.

There is also the fact that, based upon ny research,
only one President of the United States ever actually
participated in these drills when they were asked to.
Everybody el se sent a del egate, sonebody else. And so, you
may have the President of the United States in this crisis,
the clock is ticking, trying to figure out what to do. Keep
in mnd, there is a huge anount of uncertainty, right; you
don't have perfect intel at that point.

And so, the President is trying to nake a deci sion
about what to do and they may never have practiced what it
Is like to be involved in a nuclear crisis, adding the fact
that deterrence on the one hand assunes you are the rational

deci si on-maker. You can sit back, you can say, okay, this
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is what uncertainty tells ne. | amweighing the pros and
the cons. Here is the rational choice.

And then there is a huge literature fromevery foreign
policy crisis that we have exam ned from behavi or al
econom cs or behavioral psychol ogy, all of which agree, you
are not going to be rational. The disagreenent is about
whi ch particular irrational bias, which all people have in
ternms of decision-making, the disagreenent is about which
irrational bias is going to govern your behavior in that
crisis, not that you are going to be rational.

Senator King: | find it shocking that only one
President in the nuclear age has physically participated in
one of these exercises.

| participated in one in the [inaudible] 4 or 5 years
ago and it was a stunning experience and | just, | think you
woul d want sone experience in what that situation would be
like. So, | do find that shocki ng.

I want to thank all of you. This has been a very
stimul ati ng di scussi on.

| mentioned in ny opening statenent about ny thesis.
When | nentioned it to General Richards of STRATCOM he said
he was going to put CIA on the case to find it. As far as |
know, it hasn't been found. | hope it is never found.

But the other thing | want to do, this has been a very

good hearing. | amsure all of you had places where you
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wanted to junp in.

File sonme suppl enental testinony, if you would, if you
feel so noved, to anplify sone of the points that you made
or to rebut some of the points that you heard.

W are westling wwth enornously inportant issues here,
trying to find our way toward what the best policy for this
country is and |, again, appreciate your participation.

Thank you to our senators and those who joined us by
Vebex.

Senator Sullivan, you are prepared? Senator Kelly?

Thank you. The hearing is adjourned.

[ Wher eupon, at 6:09 p.m, the hearing was adjourned.]
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