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TO RECEI VE TESTI MONY ON STRATEG C COVPETI TI ON | N AN

UNCONSTRAI NED, POST- NEW START TREATY ENVI RONVENT

Tuesday, February 3, 2026

U S. Senate

Commttee on Arned Services

Washi ngton, D.C.

The comm ttee net, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m
Room SD- G50, Dirksen Senate O fice Buil ding, Hon. Roger
W cker, chairman of the commttee, presiding.

Commi ttee Menbers Present: Senators W cker
[ presiding], Fischer, Cotton, Rounds, Ernst, Sullivan,
Craner, Scott, Banks, Reed, Shaheen, Bl unenthal, Hirono,

Kai ne, King, Warren, Rosen, and Kelly.
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OPENI NG STATEMENT OF HON. ROGER W CKER, U.S. SENATOR
FROM M SSI SSI PPI

Chai rman Wcker: The conmttee will cone to order. W
nmeet this norning to explore how the United States can
prepare for and effectively conpete in a nultipolar world
unconstrained by any |imtations on nucl ear forces.

The New START Treaty was negotiated in the bygone era,
15 years ago. In 2010, the idea of abolishing nuclear
weapons seened an attainable goal to sone. For a while, the
treaty did provide a degree of transparency and
predictability between the United States and Russia on the
nucl ear forces of those two countries. That is until
Vladimr Putin decided that conpliance with Russia's
obligations were no longer in his interest. That should be
i nstructive, | would add, regarding any promn ses that he
m ght be trying to make during this year.

Now, as | say, 15 years after the treaty was signed, we
face an assortnent of threats far nore conplicated and
dangerous than anyone foresaw in 2010. Today, the Putin
di ctatorship commands the world's | argest nucl ear arsenal,
and he's devel opi ng new weapons designed to exploit our nost
vul nerabl e points.

Despite its conventional |osses in Ukraine, which are
substantial, Russia's nuclear weapons production capacity is

far greater than our own. His capacity to produce nucl ear
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weapons is far greater than that of the United States. It
wll likely remain so for the foreseeable future.

China is poised to becone an even greater threat. Over
t he past several years, Xi Jinping has nearly quadrupl ed the
size of his nuclear arsenal. Meanwhile, he's expanded
China's shipbuilding capacity to nore than 230 tines that of
the United States, and he's built thousands of |ong-range
m ssiles, including Fractional O bital Bonbardnent weapons.

The full list of China's mlitary advances is too
extensive to cover here. But China's goal is clear; she is
comritted to replacing the U.S., and is rapidly building to
displacing the U S. as the |leader, and is rapidly building
the capability to do so.

The energence of two peer conpetitors al one represents
an unprecedented challenge to the United States. However,
t hese concerns have conpounded by an extensive set of new
threats to our national security. These threats include;
North Korea's grow ng nuclear mssile capabilities, the
weaponi zati on of space, the accessibility of dangerous
narcotics, the increased use of unmanned systens, and the
energence of artificial intelligence. This conplexity has
profound inplications for future U S. defense policies and
strategies. Hence our distinguished panel today.

In this conplicated environnent, deterrence depends on

tangible mlitary capability. Sonme Anerican defense
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pl anners express hope for a "decent peace"” with our
adversaries, but to endure that peace, it nust be founded
first and forenost on a credible deterrent. To be sure,
| nproved defenses such as Golden Done initiative play a
vital supporting role. But at its core that credible
deterrence will always be based on our nucl ear forces.

Secondly, strategic conpetition can no |onger be
divided into discreet domains. Qur adversaries view all
types of mlitary capabilities as tools to shape
geopolitical outcomes. Qur nuclear posture, mssile
def enses, conventional forces, cyber capabilities, and space
assets nust be fully integrated and responsive to threats
against the U S. national security, regardl ess of where
t hose threats arise.

Thirdly, we cannot field the capabilities we need
Wi thout a strong industrial base. Decades of so-called
stream i ni ng have left our donmestic manufacturers with
al nost no capacity to surge nunitions production. CQur
critical mneral supply chains have becone brittle, poorly
desi gned wor kf orce devel opnment plans have | eft us with
critical |abor shortages in manufacturing and skilled
trades.

This nonent tests Anerican resolve and our conm tnent
to the alliances that have hel ped preserve our security for

decades. Qur allies are waiting to see whether we w ||
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respond to this new era with seriousness, strength, and

| eadership, or wwth hesitation, weakness, and conpl acency.
We nust conpete with the adversaries |'ve nentioned, and we
must do so responsibly.

Thi s does not nean reckl essly seeking conflict, nor
does it mean retreating into isolationism |Instead, we
recogni ze that peace is preserved through strength,
preparedness, and a willingness to act when appropriate to
achi eve our national interest. W saw this on full display
during Operation M dnight Hamer.

| thank our witnesses for their views on how U. S
defense policy and strategy nust adapt. | look forward to
their ideas on what Congress can do to ensure that American
deterrence renmai ns unquestioned in an increasingly dangerous
wor | d.

Wth that, | turn to ny friend and col | eague, Ranki ng

Member Reed.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JACK REED, U.S. SENATOR FROM RHCDE
| SLAND

Senator Reed: Well, thank you very nmuch, M. Chairman.
And | want to wel cone the witnesses. Thank you for your
service, and your appearance here today.

The United States faces a historically dangerous
strategi c | andscape. Tonorrow, the New START Treaty w ||
expire for the first tinme in 54 years, the United States and
Russia wil|l have no binding franework to regul ate our
respective nucl ear forces.

Al t hough Russia suspended its verification practices in
2023, public reporting indicates Mdscow has continued to
observe the treaty's central limts of roughly 1,500
war heads and 700 depl oyed delivery systens. And | believe
the opportunity still exists to pursue a successor
agreenent. The alternative, an unconstrained arns
conpetition would serve neither country's interest.

Further, unlike the New START Treaty, which cane into
effect in 2010, we now face two near-peer nuclear rivals.
China is rapidly expanding its nuclear forces to achieve
parity with the United States and Russia. Experts predict
Beijing could acquire approximtely 1,500 warheads in the
next several years, and deploy themon a triad of delivery
platfornms |ike those of the United States and Russi a.

I ndeed, three years ago, nenbers of the Strategic
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Posture Conmi ssion testified before this commttee to warn
of such a threat, and we have responded in several
consecutive National Defense Authorization Acts. But to
date, | have seen no serious efforts by the Trunp
adm ni stration to address this issue, nor engage with China
on strategic stability efforts. W nust act before the
dangerous patterns of the U S./Soviet arns race are
replicated in a far nore conplex three-way conpetition

Additionally, the concept of extended nucl ear
deterrents, the bedrock of our global alliance system faces
its greatest challenge in decades. [|I'malarned by the Trunp
adm ni stration's di plomatic and econom c attacks agai nst our
closest allies, and their disregard for critical nutual
def ense arrangenents.

For exanple, the public version of the 2022 Nationa
Def ense Strategy nentioned extended deterrence 17 tines.
The public version of the 2026 strategy nentioned extended
deterrence 17 tines. For exanple, this 2026 Strategy does
not nmention it at all.

Among many ot her harnful actions by the adm nistration,
t here has been profound consequences. NATO allies are
questioning Anerica's Article 5 nuclear commtnent. South
Korea and Japan are reexan ning their nuclear policies, and
every woodbot, the ally of the United States, is

reconsidering the |l ong-termw sdom of such a relationship.
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If our allies cannot rely on Anerica' s nuclear unbrella,
t hen weapons proliferation becones a dangerous next step.
The inplications for global stability are troubling.

Finally, calls by this President to resune nucl ear
testing are profoundly msguided. 1In total, the United
St at es has conducted nore than 1,000 nucl ear tests, conpared
to Russia's 715 and China's 45. W have invested
approximately $30 billion in the National Ignition Facility,
whi ch allows us to study weapons physics w thout underground
testing, a capability that Russia and Chi na | ack.

Qur three nucl ear weapons | aboratories have certified
annually for nearly 25 years that we have no technical need
to test these weapons. Resumng tests would sinply
encour age our adversaries to close their own technol ogi cal
gaps, and woul d give India, Pakistan, or North Korea
justification to resune their prograns. This nakes no
strategi c sense.

Ms. CGottenoeller and M. Mrrison, given your role in
the first Trunp admnistration, | would Iike to know your
views on how we m ght bal ance strategic stability with China
and Russia, while exploring what can be done to possibly
bring both into an OVS control franmework.

Simlarly, Admral Richard, you conmanded U.S.

Strategic Conmand at a tinme when China was rapidly expandi ng

its nuclear forces. | would like your thoughts on whet her
www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
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the force structure we are investing in today will be able
to deter future threats from our conpetitors.

Inits final report, the Strategi c Posture Conm ssion
war ns, "W have not seen the U S. governnent denonstrate the
urgency and creativity required to neet the chall enge of
advanci ng nuclear stability.” | hope this hearing wl|
serve as a catalyst for the serious, sustained engagenent
that this crisis demands. And | | ook forward to our wtness
i nsights into these issues, and thank themfor their
participation.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, Senator Reed.

We are delighted to wel cone our w tnesses today.
Retired Admral Charles A Richard, retired U S. Navy,
former Conmmander of the United States Strategi c Conmand, and
i ncomi ng Chief Executive Oficer of the Institute for
Def ense Anal ysi s.

The Honorable Rose E. Gottenveller is -- do | pronounce
that right, Gottenoeller? The WIlliamJ. Perry Lecturer at
the Center for International Security and Cooperation, and
Hoover Institution Research Fellow, Stanford University.

And M. Tinothy A Mrrison, fornmer Deputy Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs and Seni or

Fel |l ow at the Hudson Institute.

Admral Richard, | understand that you have declined to
www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
DC.Scheduling@L exitasLegal.com (800.367.3376)
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make an opening statenent, and we're certainly mndful of
t hat .

Adm ral Richard: Thank you.

Chairman Wcker: W're glad you're here. You'll get a
| ot of chances to talk. Before | recognize M.
Cottenpel ler, let ne say, there are several nenbers of the
Comrerce Science and Transportation Commttee who are here
for this hearing. At sone point, we're going to receive an
urgent nessage fromthe next building over that we need to
go over for a vote. And so, we'll take turns presiding over
this, and the nenbers, including ne, will be back as soon as
we possi bly can.

But for now, Anbassador CGottenveller, we are delighted

to recogni ze you for your opening statenent.

10
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STATEMENT OF HONORABLE ROSE E. GOTTEMCELLER, W LLI AM J.
PERRY LECTURER AT THE CENTER FOR | NTERNATI ONAL SECURI TY AND
COOPERATI ON, AND HOOVER | NSTI TUTI ON RESEARCH FELLOW
STANFORD UNI VERSI TY

Anbassador Cottenoeller: Thank you very nuch, M.

Chai rman, and Senat or Reed, distinguished nenbers of the
Senate Arned Services Commttee. I|I'mreally honored to have
this opportunity to testify to you regarding the strategic
conpetition in an unconstrai ned post New START Treaty
environnment. Thank you for the invitation.

|'"'m al so pleased to appear before you with Adm ral
Ri chard, and M. Tinothy Mrrison. Although our opinions
may differ on how to proceed at this nonent in our nuclear
hi story, | have the greatest respect for these gentlenen,
and | think it's good that you can hear fromall of us and
consi der our views an equal measure.

| prepared full testinony for this norning' s hearing.
If I may, I'd like to nake just a few points as we begin,
and put the rest of ny testinony on the record. Wuld that
be accept abl e?

Chairman Wcker: [Of mc.]

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Thank you. So, | would Iike
to start with a vital point. Too often, deterrence in arns
control are set up in opposition to each other. If nuclear

deterrence is the top necessity, then nuclear arnms control

www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
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has to be dead. |If nuclear arnms control is thriving, then
nucl ear deterrence nust be suffering. | would like to
stress that instead, the two enjoy a synbiotic rel ationship.
The strength of one feeds the strength of the other and vice
ver sa.

The synbi osis cones about because stable deterrence is
driven by predictability, and nucl ear negotiations done
right, deliver predictability. The effect cones about
because restraints on our opponents reach through agreenent,
bol ster predictability, which in turn supports our nucl ear
forces in their drive for reliable, stable, and effective
deterrence.

Lack of predictability by contrast, feeds uncertainty
about the status of the nuclear forces anong our
adversaries, which neans we may end up spending nore than we
have to on nucl ear weapons and their delivery vehicl es.

This outcone is a problem when we have so nany requirenents
facing us for strong and nodern conventional forces -- you

already referred to that, M. Chairman -- and al so in other
areas of energing technol ogy and on the cyber front as well.

It goes without saying that we have to be alert to any
cheating going on, and the Russians have violated treaties
I n an egregious way, including the short and | nternedi ate-
Range Nucl ear Forces Treaty, |INF, which President Trunp

wi thdrew fromin response in 2019 during his first termin

12
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office. That action conveyed an inportant nessage; we are
alert to treating non-conpliance by the Russians or any

ot her country, and we will respond with every |egal tool
avail able to us and take mlitary action, nuclear or
conventional, as warranted.

President Putin's decision to pull the plug on New
START on the inplenmentation of New START in February, 2023
was not permtted by the treaty, and we determ ned quickly
that Russia was therefore in violation of it. That was the
right decision, but it does not belie the fact that New
START has kept the Russian nuclear force posture to the
limts of the treaty despite this violation; 1,550 depl oyed
war heads, 700 depl oyed delivery vehicles, and 800 depl oyed
and non-depl oyed | aunchers.

W have been able to confirmthe depl oynents through
our national technical neans of verification. As a result,
essential predictability has renmai ned despite the violation,
and Senator Reed did refer to that in his opening renmarks.

Now, very briefly on the role of New START Treaty
limts. | testified to the Senate Foreign Rel ations
Commttee in Decenber that | support a one-year extension of
the limts of New START. M bottomline is that it does not
serve U S. National Security and trust to have to address
t he Chi nese nucl ear buil dup, while sinultaneously facing a

rapi d Russi an upl oad canpai gn.

13
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14

The Russi ans have the capacity and experience to
succeed in such a canpaign. It will be nuch better for us
to keep themlimted for at |east another year while we
continue to plan and prepare for the Chinese threat.
Remai ni ng under New START |imts for a year does not
prej udi ce our plannings and preparation to upl oad.

The concern about a rapid Russian upload canpai gn was a
finding of the Strategic Posture Conm ssion, of which | was
a menber. As our 2023 report stated, and | quote, "The
Conmi ssi on concl udes that Russia's active nucl ear warhead
and m ssile production |lines provide the capability, should
Russi a decide, to discard the limts of New START to expand
its strategic nuclear forces."

The new National Security Strategy of the United States
makes two other points that are relevant to this topic.
First, it states, and | quote, "It is a core interest of the
United States to reestablish strategic stability wth
Russia." Second, it underscores that our President is the
Presi dent of peace with a readi ness to pursue Presidenti al
di pl omacy. And we have seen that in very nmany settings.

| would like to state nmy view that it should be Donald
Trunp who gets to be the President of nuclear peace in this
case, not Mladimr Putin. A continuation of New START
limts for one year would give President Trunp tine to

pursue his instinct to reestablish strategic stability with

www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
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Russi a, and control nucl ear weapons at the negotiating
t abl e.

Ref usi ng the one-year extension on New START limts
gives Putin an easy diplomatic win that should have been the
President's. But | do not insist that New START is the be-
all and end-all of nuclear treaties. President Trunp told
the New York Tines in January that he wants to negotiate a
better treaty. That is good. | fully applaud that goal and
will do everything | can to support it.

Thank you. | |ook forward to our discussion today.

[ The prepared statenent of Anbassador Cottenoell er
foll ows:]

[ COMM TTEE | NSERT]

15
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Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch, Madam

Ambassador .

M. Morrison, you are recogni zed

www. L exitasL egal.com
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STATEMENT OF MR, TI MOTHY A. MORRI SON, FORMER DEPUTY
ASSI STANT TO THE PRESI DENT FOR NATI ONAL SECURI TY AFFAI RS,
AND SENI OR FELLOW AT THE HUDSON | NSTI TUTE

M. Morrison: Chairman Wcker, Ranking Menber Reed,
menbers of the cormittee, thank you for the opportunity to
appear before you to share ny thoughts as we approach the
expiration of the New START Treaty. | always appreciate the
opportunity to appear to Rose's left.

It's worth recalling that the Cold War officially ended
on Decenber 26th, 1991, with the dissolution of the Sovi et
Union. Wth the expiration of the New START Treaty this
week, we can finally put to rest the last Cold War-style
arnms control treaty as well. History doesn't afford nmany
bl ank sl ate opportunities, but this Thursday wll be an
opportunity to start over in the domain of arns control.

Let's be clear, arns control can and shoul d be an
| nportant tool of conpetition between nuclear arns states,
but it is only a tool of conpetition, and it is only one
tool and is not an end to itself. The Cold War did w tness
arms control that served us interests in that conpetition.

For exanple, the INF agreenent was perhaps the nost
successful arnms control treaty ever signed by the United
States. Not only did it actually destroy nucl ear weapons
and prohibit an entire class of them but the Soviet Union

had to destroy nore than twi ce as many nucl ear weapons as
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the United States.

But these criteria are only one piece of the puzzle.
There's another piece as Dr. Freddie Iklé s said, "After
detection - Wiat?" How do we enforce conpliance in a future
arms control treaty? |INF was after all a Cold War
agreenment, and it was one that Russia ultinately saw fit to
end realizing perhaps before we did that, the Cold War was
over.

And so, when considering what arns control the United
States m ght want to pursue going forward, we should be
t hi nking today after detection. Wat | fear, our options
are limted. [I'mmndful of a historical footnote a friend
of mne known to this commttee, G eg Waver, sent ne sone
years ago.

Following World War |1, the United States quickly
i ncreased production of nuclear weapons. The Atom c Energy
Comm ssi on chose the Dow Chem cal Conpany to manage the
production facility. A four square mle site, about 15
mles Northwest of Denver, at a place called Rocky Flats,
was chosen.

On July 10th, 1951, ground was broken on the first
building in that facility. 1In 1953, the plant began
production of bonb conponents, manufacturing plutoniumpits,
whi ch were used at the Pantex plant in Texas. From

groundbreaking to first pit in less than two years.
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Conpare that to today. In Cctober, 2024, the NNSA

celebrated its first dianond stanped pit for the U S.

nucl ear weapons stockpile, effectively with a brief

exception since 1989, when Rocky Flats cl osed.

China is adding at |east 100 warheads a year to its

nucl ear force. General Cotton, the prior Commander of

USSTRATCOM testified before the House Arnmed Services

Committee that, "Russia continues to update its warhead

production conplex and is produci ng hundreds of warheads

each year."

By 2035, 100 percent of U.S. nucl ear weapons, the

war heads, and the bonbs thensel ves, will have exceeded their

design lives by an average of 30 years. They won't be 30

years old; they will have exceeded their design life by 30

years. This asymetry underm nes not only arm control but

deterrence itself.

Now, history has shown that the only neans to reliably

enforce conpliance with armcontrol treaties is to be able

to threaten that failure to conply will be net with a

conpel ling response. And for the next armcontrol treaty,

if the U S. doesn't have the neans to respond quickly to a

violation, what wll we have acconplished by agreeing to it?

| ndeed, relying on ineffective arns control

may actually

underm ne our security by denying us the notivation to make

needed i nvestnents in our security.
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The continued commtnent to rebuild the U S. nucl ear
deterrence, and to have a system capabl e of building and
mai ntai ning that deterrence is essential not only for U S
and allied security, but if we are going to be able to get
to a point where arns control can again serve our national
security

And Senators, |1'd like to close with a personal note.
| had the privilege to work in this institution for a
statesman who was well known in this conmttee, Senator Jon
Kyl. Senator Kyl recently announced he woul d be stepping
back from public engagenent due to his health.

Qur country is stronger and safer for his lifetine of
service toit, and I'mbetter for what he taught nme. Hi's
voi ce and wi sdomin these debates will be m ssed, but we
stand on the shoul ders of giants and we can see farther.

[ The prepared statenent of M. Morrison follows:]

[ COW TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, M. Mrrison. And |, too,
amgrateful for the |eadership and friendship that Senator
Kyl has shown to ne over tine. And | wish himand his
famly well.

Let me ask you, M. Morrison, would you like to submt
your full statenent for the record?

M. Mrrison: M. Chairman, | woul d.

Chai rman Wcker: Okay. Thank you very nuch.

Anbassador and M. Morrison, how do you differ? Let's
take a mnute or two. Anbassador CGottenoeller, you would
sign a treaty and you would conti nue to nodernize?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Yes, sir. And this is
consistent wth the findings and recommendati ons of the
Strategi ¢ Posture Conmm ssion Report. W found that the
program of record for nuclear triad nodernization is
necessary, but not sufficient.

And so, | actually agree with the notion that we need
to think carefully about the threat that is presented by two
nucl ear peers by China and by the Russian Federati on goi ng
forward, and we need to nmake judici ous choi ces juxtaposed
agai nst the other demands on our defense budget.

And | nentioned the conventional force posture, but
al so the new technol ogies that are com ng our way and nust
be judiciously incorporated into our new weapon systens, as

wel | as the whol e arena of cyber threats, and how we are
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going to contest the Russians and the China Chinese in that
space.

Chairman Wcker: Al right. M. Mrrison, would you
menorialize that in a new treaty for one year or nore?

M. Morrison: Senator, when the Trunp 45
adm ni stration had an opportunity to consider this question,
we stepped back and we | ooked at not just what the Russian
Force was doing, but also the Chinese force. And we've
tal ked a bit about that this norning.

One of the things that fornmer Secretary of State Ponpeo
stated was that under New START, "Only 45 percent of
Russi a's nucl ear arsenal was subject to nunerical limts.
Meanwhi | e, that agreenent restricts 92 percent of Anerica's
arsenal . "

Where we approached this question in the prior Trunp
adm nistration was; let's | ook at an agreenent that captures
the total force, not just strategi c weapons.

Chairman Wcker: Was it a bad deal ?

M. Morrison: Senator, | believe that the New START
Treaty was a bad deal .

Chairman Wcker: Al right. GOkay, Admiral Richard,
here you are. You are the tiebreaker. Do | get to go to
Hol | ywood or not ?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, to be very direct on

22

the answer to your question, | would not recommend a one-
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year extension to the New START Treaty, absent verification
procedur es bei ng reinstated.

| amon record testifying in front of this commttee
that arns Control as anbassador CGott MIler nentioned, if
done correctly, enhances strategic deterrence, enhances
certainty, enhances confidence. But it has to include al
parties, it has to include all weapons, and it has to have
verification nmechanisns built in with consequences for non-
conpl i ance.

Chairman Wcker: By all parties you nean nultilateral ?

Admral Richard: Miltilateral.

Chai rman Wcker: kay, go ahead.

Admral Richard: Yes, at a mnimum | would include
Russia, China, and the United States in any arns contr ol
agreenment. Absent that, sinply extending the New START
Treaty for one year does not constrain Russia to the sane
way that it constrains us.

It prevents us fromanswering the challenge that China
has added to this, and it increases the uncertainty because
it doesn't have the verification mechanisns built in that
were so successful in the past.

Chairman Wcker: Admral, there may be sone people in
our view ng audi ence who are thinking, "I thought we were
going to have Gol den Done," and thought this was going to

take care of protecting us fromthe threat of nuclear
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weapons. Wbuld you explain on the record and for the
| i stening public what the problemis with that sort of
Vi ewpoi nt ?

Admral Richard: | would strongly endorse the drive to
protect the continental United States with a gol den done. |
t hi nk we have real -worl d experience fromthe Mddle East in
terns of how that enhances defense. Deterrence provides
nore options to our |eadership, and I would |ike those sane
benefits to be applied to the United States.

That said, | think a | esson out of the events in Israel
is that deterrence by denial, which is what a defensive
system | i ke Gol den Done does, has to al ways be backed up by
the threat of deterrence by cost inposition, otherw se, your
opponent has no incentive to stop shooting.

Chairman Wcker: Well, tell us what, "by cost

| nposition neans," for the |ayman.

Adm ral Richard: For the |layman, that you have the
ability to strike back, and the threat of that wl|
I nfl uence your opponent in a way that they will choose
restraint as their |east bad option.

Chairman Wcker: And that's really what we're tal king
about when we're tal king about our nucl ear deterrence
post ur e.

Admral Richard: Qur entire nuclear deterrence posture

is designed to, by threat of escal ation, convince your
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opponent, have a perception in your opponent's mnd, that
restraint, inaction is their |east bad course of action.

And that has been successful for over 60 years in deterring
not only nuclear attack on the United States and our allies,
but has nmade a great contribution to the deterrence of G eat
Power War.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, sir. M. Reed.

Senat or Reed: Thank you nuch, M. Chairman. M.
Cottenpel l er, the New START Treaty is expiring. Wat effect
do you think it'Il have on our allies in Europe and | ndo-
Pacific?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Qur allies in Europe and the
| ndo- Paci fic are concerned about extended nucl ear
deterrence. And extended nucl ear deterrence as part of the
predictability | was tal king about at the outset, that the
nore predictability we have with regard to our opponents,
that bolsters also their confidence in the status of the
nucl ear threats that may cone their way in Asia and in
Eur ope.

So, it's true that the New START Treaty does address
strategi c nuclear force posture, but naintaining sone
limtations that are in a way a way of extending that
predictability are, | would say, helpful to our allies
overall in their period now of grappling wth questions

about the legitinmacy and potential of U S. extended nucl ear

25
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deterrent deterrence going forward.

Many questions, many debates going on in this regard,
but | do think that the continuation of the New START Treaty
limts would play a role in bolstering their shaking
confidence at this difficult period.

Senator Reed: There is a danger, | think, and your
comrent woul d be hel pful, that once this treaty sort of
di sappears, all treaties disappear. And the concept of
trying to negoti ate agreenents becones a relic of the past,
and we're left nowwth sinply deterrence through kinetic
nmeans. |s that sonething that bothers you?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: As | said, sir, | think that
deterrence and negotiated restraint both play a role. And
in fact, they are woven together. |If you have good arns
control treaties -- and | must say, | do want to enphasize
that we do know what to do next.

When a treaty is violated, we call the Russians out on
it and we tell themyou have violated this treaty. And in
the case of the INF treaty, we withdrew fromthe treaty
after trying to get them back into conpliance. And we also
conveyed to themvery clearly that NATO woul d t ake
count er neasures, including the depl oynent of conventi onal
m ssiles in Europe, which is beginning to unfold now.

And so, we do nmeke responses to violations, and we do

SO in away -- and this is another point at the negotiating
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tabl e, you | ook the other guy in the eye and you tell him
"We've got your nunber, we know what you're up to." This is
an inportant role for negotiated di plonmacy in this real mas
wel | .

Senator Reed: And there's another aspect to these
treaties; that's the whole verification nmechani sm - -

Anbassador CGottenoeller: R ght.

Senator Reed: -- which is inportant to keep everybody
on the straight and narrow, we hope.

Admral Richard, is there a sinple sort of arithnetic
that without treaties, we need nore deterrent forces, which
| ncreases the budget we have to deal with?

Admral Richard: Senator, | would offer that we're
already in an environnent where we need additional forces.
That independent of the treaty, Russia has been very
successful at adding capability that is not covered by the
treaty. M. Morrison just nentioned the 45 percent versus
the 92 percent. China is conpletely unconstrai ned.

So, yes. Is there a value to the verification
mechani sns in terns of reduci ng what you m ght consi der
error bars around your intelligence community's assessnent
of your opponent's capability? Yes, but that is very m nor
I n conparison to where they are unconstrai ned, and have no
limts on their ability to inprove or increase their forces.

Senator Reed: Just a quick response. The presunption,
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| think, with China, is that they will not seriously begin
to negotiate until they've reached parity with the United
States or Russia. Do you agree?

Adm ral Richard: Senator, first, on China, | had a
rule with ny intelligence fol ks back at STRATCOM t hat
what ever the intelligence comunity tells you about China in
terms of nunmbers, double it or triple it, and you wll
probably be closer to where we're actually going to w nd up.

In ternms of tinme, divide by two, naybe by three, and
you' Il actually wind up being closer. And in ny four years
since retiring, that rule of thunb seenms to have held. So,
yes, | think that's the way to approach that.

Senator Reed: Just a final point. W've seen a crowd
of agitation between this adm nistration and many of our
allies, and there is renewed interest, | think, in many
countries, particularly in Europe, Japan, South Korea, in
havi ng their own nucl ear deterrence systens.

Qui ckly, Anbassador Cottenoeller, are you concerned
about proliferation right now because of the paths that
we' ve taken?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: |'mvery concerned about the
potential for proliferation, so-called friendly
proliferation. | do not think it will be helpful to
stability and security going forward.

Senator Reed: All right. And M. Morrison, forgive
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me, but just quick. Are you also concerned about
prelimnary proliferation?

M. Mrrison: Yes, sir. | don't think you can
understate the risk of proliferation.

Senator Reed: Yeah. Admral, yay or nay?

Admral Richard: Senator, | am but it's for a
different reason. | will defer to ny distinguished
col l eagues to ny left on policy and diplonatic issues. But
from an operational standpoint, in ny conversations with the
allies, the issue was | ess about treaties, and it was nore
about capability and will.

And we have recently denonstrated wll. | think we've
made positive novenent in that direction, but it's the
capabilities we have or don't have that is of a nmuch bigger
concern to our allies in ternms of our ability to honor our
ext ended deterrence conmm tnments.

Senator Reed: Thank you. Thank you, Senator.

Senat or Rounds: [Presiding.] Thank you, Senator Reed.
On behalf of the chairman, | think I"mup next. And so, |
want to just begin by thanking all of you for your service
to our country.

And Anbassador, |I'mjust curious. In your discussions,
you focused on the specifics of the treaty between the
United States and Russia, but didn't really talk a | ot about

where China fits into this and about what the inpact of an
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ext ensi on of one year woul d have.

Can you go into a little bit nore detail with regard to
what your analysis was concerning China's role, and how we
shoul d be treating it if there woul d' ve been an extension of
this by one year? How would we treat China?

Anbassador Gottenmpeller: Yes, sir. And the
adm ni stration, President Trunp, has been in no doubt about
how he would like to proceed. He said publicly, and as |'ve
under st ood, he's discussed with President Xi Jinping, at
| east according to nedia reports, that he would like to get
into a new nucl ear negotiation with China as well. And |
applaud that. | believe that it's absolutely necessary.

But | do want to place things a bit in context. The
United States and Russia each depl oy under New START, 1,550
war heads, operationally depl oyed warheads. |n addition,
each has approximately 4,000 total warheads. So, we do
have, | woul d say, warheads superiority, still considerable
over the Chinese. According to public sources, they have
appr oxi matel y 600.

| agree with Admral Richard and with M. Morrison that
they are quickly building up. There's no question about
that. The best information | have is that by 2035, they
wi |l have right around 1,500 warheads according to our
Departnment of Defense, now Departnent of War. So, we have

the ability to work this problem
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| say we have to be self-confident in our ability to
wor k this problemover the next decade, including through
responses that we nake in the devel opnent and noderni zati on
of our nuclear triad, but also in terns of how we engage and
interact with them at the negotiating table.

| do think those two things work together and that we
can gain success by having a very firmand strong approach
to the nodernization of our nuclear triad.

Senator Rounds: Thank you. M. Morrison, and Admra
Richard, I'mjust curious, | firmy believe that if we end
up in a confrontation with either one of these two
adversaries, China or Russia, that we wll be involved in a
confrontation with both.

Wul d you share with us your thoughts about how we work
at creating a deterrence, or what your thoughts are with
regard to deterrence, recogni zing that we may very well face
both of them and that our deterrence has to recognize that.
Adm ral Ri chard?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, | didn't have the
| uxury when | was at STRATCOM of deterring our opponents one
at atinme. | had to look at the collective. | amvery
concerned about the possibility of opportunistic or
coordi nat ed aggressi on, either between major powers such as
Russi a, and China, and or the regional ones. Again, | had

to deter themall.
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And so, the sinple nunerical conparisons don't
conpl etely capture the conplexity, what the U S. has to have
in order to deter two peers at the sane tinme that have to be
deterred differently. And | think there's a |ot of work
| eft to be done in ternms of even updating how you apply
deterrence theory in a three-party world with possibility of
coordi nat ed opportuni stic and amnbi guous aggr essi on.

In a way, all of that needs to be worked out, but |
woul d strongly support what the Strategic Posture Conmm ssion
sai d; our current nodernization programis necessary, but
not sufficient, and there are a nunber of obvious steps we
need to take in terns of additional capabilities to address
the threat | just descri bed.

Senator Rounds: Let ne just hit that before | go to
M. Morrison, the B-21 stealth bonber. W're currently on
Schedul e 4, purchasing 100 of themw th several of our other
strategic forces behind in terns of the nodernization
critical that we seriously consider |arger nunbers of the B-
21, which is on target on budget?

Admral Richard: Senator, | would definitely encourage
that. And it's not only for the strategic deterrence role
of the B-21, but the B-21 also carries a significant
conventional deterrence role. And the nation shoul d not
have to decide based on |limted nunbers of its bonbers,

whet her to enploy themin a conventional or a strategic
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rol e.

Senator Rounds: Thank you. M. Morrison?

M. Morrison: Senator, | think it conmes back to
deterrence works. And part of our ability to deter is to
denonstrate that whoever may choose to chal |l enge us,
including if they challenge us in a conspiracy or
confederation, can't possibly w n.

And that's where I worry about the asymmetry between
our nucl ear weapons production conplex and those of our
potential adversaries. | don't believe that right now our
conpl ex deters aggression, including aggression by nore than
one power at a tine.

Senator Rounds: And specifically with regard to the B-
21 stealth bonber, would you recommend accel erating that, or
where are you at with regard to the right now? W' re set up
for a hundred of themtestinony before this comrittee has
I ndi cated nore than that are necessary. Your thoughts?

M. Mrrison: Sir, | look at the world, and | think
nore and faster across the board.

Senat or Rounds: Thank you very nuch. And with that,
Senat or Shaheen.

Senat or Shaheen: Thank you, Senator Rounds.

Anbassador, | think the questioning has assuned t hat

China is not interested in entering into any arns contro

33

framework given its current arsenal. Do you agree with
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that? Do you think that's an accurate assessnent?

Anbassador Cottenoeller: It certainly has been up to
this point, Senator Shaheen, and | do think it wll depend
on that Presidential diplomacy that | nentioned at the
outset and just referred to. But | wll say that as |ong as
China is approached to westle with notions of nuclear risk
that it's concerned about, | think that we can get into
early discussions with them

It's been ny recent experience working with themin
track two settings that they seemvery interested in trying
to figure out ways to begin in a conversation with the
United States about nuclear risks. And | think that that is
a valuable way to get to the point where we can be tal king
to them about limtations.

Agai n, they have a much snaller arsenal than ours, but
things |ike nuclear |aunch notif, or not nuclear |aunch
notifications, but mssile launch notifications, devel oping
better communications links with themat the strategic
| evel, hotline arrangenents, these types of things, | think
they are valuable to begin a conversation about the
necessity of controlling nucl ear weapons at the negotiating
tabl e, and not being so negotiating untransparent about what
they're doing with their nodernization.

That has to be the first and forenost objective,

tal king to them about what their intentions are.
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Senat or Shaheen: And is there a risk to delaying any
kind of an agreenment with Russia to try and negotiate a
trilateral arns control treaty?

Anbassador Cottenveller: Because the nunbers are so

different, Senator, | do not support trying to do a
trilateral negotiation. | believe that these negotiations
shoul d be done in parallel. W have 50-plus years of

experience now limting and reduci ng nucl ear weapons wth
the Russians. W can continue that kind of process with
themat this point, not necessarily to reduce, but to
continue to limt and control nucl ear weapons.

And by the way, | agree that non-strategic nucl ear
weapons, that's where we get this 45 percent versus 95
percent nunber. W did not constrain non-strategic nuclear
weapons in the New START Treaty. It was not designed for
that purpose. So, to fault it for not controlling those
weapons is a bit bizarre.

But nevertheless, | agreed very much wwth M.
Morrison's approach and the entire Trunp adm nistration

during the first termwhen they said we need an all -war head

limt in the next negotiation. | think that is definitely
the priority we need to proceed on with the Russians. |'ve
al ready spoken about the Chinese, | think they are willing

to talk to us now, but it is about risk reduction, and the

begi nning of nore predictability and transparency about
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t heir nucl ear objectives.

Senat or Shaheen: And based on the comments that you've
both made so far, Admral Richard, and M. Morrison, do you
share that view that we can go ahead and negoti ate w thout
trying to include both China and Russia in any negotiations?

Admral Richard: Senator, no. | would reconmend
I ncl uding Russia and China in any future negotiations.
There's a point | didn't want to pick up on though in terns
of the discussions with China. Again, |I'mhave testified to
this effect before. One thing that Russia and the United
States | earned through the Cold War was how you responsibly
operate systens of this great destructive potential. China,
we don't know if they have | earned the sane | essons. Qurs
were | earned over tine, and they were very difficult.

| think that is an excellent starting point for a
conversation with China. There are terns |ike confidence
bui | di ng and transparency that | would certainly endorse,
but fundanentally, it conmes back to how do you responsibly
oper ate weapon systens with this nmagni tude of destructive
potential that is to everyone's benefit, including China.
And | think that nmakes an excellent starting point for
di pl omacy.

Senat or Shaheen: M. Mrrison, do you agree?

M. Morrison: Senator, | find nyself nore in agreenent

with Admral Richard. Arns control requires two or nore
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parties to choose to enter into the process. And ny concern
about extending the New START Treaty, for exanple whether as
part of what was an agreed nechani sm or now an expiration, a
sort of an executive agreenent, is it takes away the

| everage we need, the interest that Russia has in continuing
to bind our forces, 92 percent of our forces, and all ows
themto continue to escape the tougher conversation that
they want to avoid of what to do about their non-strategic
forces. And | also think it renoves pressure fromthe other
party.

Senat or Shaheen: Well, thank you all. | have only a
few seconds left, but I do want to -- | know this is about
the New START Treaty. But | want to get your reaction to
whet her you think it's in our interest to negotiate with
Iran to try and prevent them from achi eving a nucl ear
weapon. Can you all just answer very briefly whether you
think that's in our interest or not?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Yes, |'ve been glad that M.
Wt koff seens to be pursuing that goal.

Senat or Shaheen: Admiral Richard?

Admral Richard: Senator, any nmechanismthat prevents
Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon is in our interests.

Senat or Shaheen: M. Morrison?

M. Morrison: Senator, | think it's always worth

trying, but I think we also have to realize who the Irani an
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regime is and whether or not we think they' Il actually live
up to a commtnent they nake.

Senat or Shaheen: Well, that's a challenge with all of
our adversaries, | would argue. Thank you.

Senat or Rounds: On behalf of the chairman, Senat or
Er nst ?

Senator Ernst: Yes. (Good norning, and thanks to our
W t nesses for being here today, and for collectively, your

decades of work and experience on this area. It's

i ncredi bly inmportant, and your insights are very, very good.

As the New START expires, we know that our deterrence
I s becom ng nore and nore dependent upon effective nucl ear
noderni zation. But what we have seen, and especially from
the cheap seats here, is that the entire nuclear enterprise
has seen delays in their schedule. W've seen a nunber of
cost overruns, and we have to ensure that the Departnent of
War and industry deliver on these prograns on tine, on
budget, and in a way that preserves our strategic
det errence.

So, to all of our witnesses, and we'll start with you,
Admiral, please. How do continued noderni zation del ays
affect us leverage in future arns control or nuclear risk

reduction efforts?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, any delay is not good

for that, right? W waited until the | ast possible nmonent.
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Again, an exanple of U S. restraint to recapitalize and
noderni ze our forces. Ohers did not.

But | am encouraged by the New National Defense
Strategy, and it has a whole line of effort of turbocharging
our industrial base. It uses the terns, "national
nobi lization,” which | think is appropriate for the threats
that we face.

And there are a nunber of individual actions being
announced by both the Departnents of Energy and Depart nent
of War that give ne sone confidence or hope that we're going
to get the bureaucracy out of the way. W're going to place
operational risk back on par with programmtic and technical
risk, and that we will nove out recapitalizing our
conventional and strategic forces.

Senator Ernst: Wnderful. And we hope it's nore than
just words on paper. Thank you. Yes, Anbassador?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: WelIl, Senator, it's great to
see you. | absolutely agree, as the Strategic Posture
Conmi ssion said, that the triad nodernization under the
program of record is necessary but not sufficient.

So, | think we have to continue to press to get that
program of record inplenented on tinme to the degree that is
possi ble. | know del ays are al ready happeni ng, but we just
have to keep intense pressure on that process in order to

get the program of record conpl et ed.
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| would like to point out, however, that the Posture
Conmm ssi on al so recommended that new requirenents not be
piled on at this nonent, but that we continue on the program
of record the triad nodernization, and then think what el se
will need to be acconpli shed.

Senator Ernst: Ckay. Thank you, Anbassador. M.
Morrison?

M. Mrrison: Senator, | agree with both of the
panelists. W skipped an entire generati on of nodernization
of our nuclear force, and we waited until the last mnute to
noderni ze everything all at once.

Every year you hear posture hearings. Admral Richard
gave them his successors have given them And they talk
about the risks of further delays, and those risks
accunul ate. They underm ne deterrence, they underm ne
assurance of our allies.

And at sonme point, those risks reach a breaking point
that I1'msure Admral Richard always had to cal cul ate how
much uncertainty does he want to give our allies, and how
much uncertainty does he want to show to our adversaries?
But the risks are real. So, yes, delays underni ne
deterrence and assurance.

Senator Ernst: Thank you. So, we've tal ked a | ot
about the fact that between Russia and the United States,

negoti ations are inportant. But we have China that's
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hangi ng out there. You' ve addressed that quite well this
nor ni ng.

The di plomacy is very, very inportant. But at such a
time when that diplomacy falls short and we're not able to
make an agreenent with China, what does that | ook |ike? Does
the renmoval of binding limts then with the New START Treaty
provide the United States with greater flexibility and
| ever age when conpeting with China, or does it risk
Increasing instability without delivering a clear advantage
for us? So, what does that |ook |ike when our diplomacy
fails? What then? And Anbassador, we'll start with you.

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Thank you, Senator. | think
that it's wise to bear in mnd that we have a | ot of options
available, and I will just refer, since we were talking
about the limts of New START Treaty remaining in force
possi bly for a year, that | do not believe that they would
prejudi ce anything that we need to do in order to prepare
and respond to the Chinese buil dup.

But I will also say that there are certain aspects of
New START that are quite interesting for having nore
flexibility. And we had questions about the bomber forces.
The bonbers are actually a great option for further
flexibility because the counting rule under New START is
quite flexible. You can |oad nore |ong-range cruise

m ssiles on outcones rather or even gravity bonbs on bonbers
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and they are counted as one under the New Start Treaty.

So, | just wanted to put the point out there that, in
fact, there's a lot of flexibility inthe |[imts of the
treaty that could help us wth these problens at this nonent
wi t hout the New START Treaty. Neverthel ess, we have the
same kind of challenges. oviously, we have to proceed and
think carefully about where our resources should be pl aced.

Senator Ernst: Thank you. And ny tine has expired,
but thanks to our w tness.

Chairman Wcker: Well, and will it has, but let's go
ahead and see if Admral Richard or M. Morrison --

Senator Ernst: Well, thank you. Thank you, M. Chair

Chai rman Wcker: -- would you like to answer that
guesti on?
Admral Richard: Senator, 1'd like to offer two points

in response to your question. First, you ended it with a
di scussion of sonething potentially being, not your exact
words, destabilizing. | get that question a lot along with
whet her or not sonmething is escal atory.

Let ne offer to the conmttee. | think that is not the
first question that should be asked. The first question
that we should ask is, are we defended? The second question
Is, are they deterred? And then, only then, do we start to
ask ourselves; is it stabilizing or destabili zing,

escal atory or not? Deterrence, fundanentally is the
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wi t hhel d threat of escalation. So, it is not possible to
deter w thout threatening escal ation.

Back to your specific question, | think that the United
States needs to immedi ately start taking steps, steps that
are currently precluded by the New START Treaty to enhance
its posture with the forces that it has today in order to
answer the challenge that is presented to us by both
Russi a's non-conpliance, and their efforts around the New
START Treaty, as well as China being unconstrained to
i ncl ude upl oadi ng war heads to our intercontinental ballistic
m ssiles, renoving covers off the four tubes on our trident
submarines that are currently enpty, and several other
posture steps that should be taken, now not a year from now.

Chai rman Wcker: M. Morrison?

M. Morrison: Senator, | would urge that we not
continue to | ook through the soda straw of New START and
strategic arns control. It's not an accident that the first
pl ace the United States deployed an I NF range conventi onal
system at the expiration of that agreenment was in the
Phi | i ppi nes.

We have an opportunity to look at all of the tools in
our toolkit to create |leverage to drive all parties to the
negotiating table. And that's where |I think maybe |
di sagree with Anbassador Cottenveller.

Havi ng the security blanket of continuing the New START
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Treaty gives both Russia and China an excuse to nove this
conversation off the table, and | ook for other areas where
they m ght want to engage. And that's where maybe |

di sagree in the approach.

Senator Ernst: Thank you.

Chairman Wcker: | thank the conmttee for indul ging
me on that. Senator Hi rono, you're recognized.

Senator H rono: Thank you, M. Chairman. Thank you,
all three of you, for coming to testify.

So, post-New START, and we are now in an environnment of
nucl ear proliferation. Correct? The three major countries
no | onger have any treaty to stop any of us from doing
anything fromnodernizing to creating nore nucl ear weapons.
Isn't that correct?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: There have not been any
limts on the Chi nese, Senator, and there have never been --
there are none on Russia and the United States once the New
START Treaty goes out of force.

Senator H rono: So, are we not in an environnent of
nucl ear proliferation?

Anbassador Gottenopeller: Senator, we are in an
envi ronnment of potential buildup to nore depl oyed nucl ear
weapons in two nucl ear weapons states, the United States and
Russia, and also then in China. So, the question then is;

will there be additional proliferation to other countries
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encouraged at this nonent to build their own nucl ear weapons
progran? So, that's a serious question.

Senat or H rono: You know, you were asked that
guestion, and | think you responded, and 1'd |i ke Admral
Ri chard to respond to what is South Korea and Japan seeing
this uncertainty created by the end of this major treaty.
Not perfect, but where do you think their views are going to
be in terns of their own protection?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, |I know of no non-
nucl ear states, allied or not, who have recently announced
pl ans to acqui re nucl ear weapons. You asked if we're, so |
don't know of any proliferation that is actually occurring.

| certainly think particularly our Asia Pacific allies
are certainly reexam ning their own defense needs to include
the possibility of themacquiring their own nucl ear weapons.
W certainly have | ongstandi ng history and have had
successful extended deterrence commtnents to both of those.
And there are still options available to us to continue to

mai ntai n those.

Senator Hrono: Well, when | tal k about nucl ear
proliferation, |I'mtalking about the three major countries.
Al though Iran has its nuclear anbitions, |'mtalking about

China, Russia, and the U S. 1t's bad enough that we' re what
| ooks |i ke an environnent where the three major countries

wi th nucl ear weapons do not have any constraints.
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there's sone di scussi on about whet her

par al | el

46

should we be pursuing a treaty with Russia? And

this should be in a

way to pursue diplomatically a treaty wth Russia

and Chi na together, or Russia and then China.

get that

going to

I'"d like to

clarified because | sense that nmaybe we're not

be able to get into a treaty that involves al

three countries who nmay need to pursue separate treaties

with Russia and with China.

have any
Adm
know how

treaties,

further points on that?

Do Ambassador and the Admral

ral Richard: Senator, I'Il just offer that | don't

Chi na coul d be noving nuch faster, independent of

that we do or don't have on oursel ves.

Russi a

seens to be very capabl e of going around the New START

Treaty to add capabilities and capacity that are not

constrained by the treaty.

| would certainly encourage arns contro

bet ween the U. S.

negoti ati ons

Russia, and China to put effort to put

sone limts on that.
Anbassador Gottenpeller: |If | may, very briefly,
Senat or ?

Senator Hi rono: Go ahead.

Anbassador CGottenoeller: | would just say as a
negotiator, | like to keep things sinple and
straightforward. | believe that we nust negotiate with the
Chi nese. W nust negotiate with the Russians. | would do
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DC.Scheduling@L exitasL egal.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

V] /

47

it in parallel. 1'Il tell you one reason is that the
Russians just this norning said very clearly as they have
repeatedly, if you insist on a trilateral negotiation, we
want UK and France at the table as well, the P5, all of the
nucl ear weapon's states under the NPT. That is a very
conpl ex negotiation, and | think that we can nake progress
wth Russia and with China on parallel tracks.

Senator H rono: Thank you for one |ast question for
Admiral Richards. You were in charge of the comrmand t hat
you had to certify our nodernization efforts that et cetera,
wi t hout having to actually do kinetic testing. Do you think
that we need to actually do kinetic testing of our nuclear
weapons in order to be to confirmthat they are ready to go,
If that's a way of putting it?

Admral Richard: Senator, | stand by ny certification
of the nucl ear weapons conpl ex under ny conmand as not
requiring explosive testing. However, at the sanme tine, |
al so, in every one of those certifications, noted that we
need to have test readiness inprove fromwhat it currently

i's, should conditions develop, requiring us to consider

testing. And those are not just technical. They could be
political.
And so, yes, | saw nothing during ny tine on active

duty that caused ne to doubt the safety, security, and

surety of our nucl ear weapons conpl ex under the current
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testing regine. But | also saw a future where we needed to
have test readiness in case those conditions change.

Senator Hrono: One nore question in that regard, M.
Chai rman. And who woul d aut horize such kinetic testing?

Admral Richard: That's ultimately a Presidentia
decision, if | understand it correctly.

Senator H rono: Thank you.

Chai rman Wcker: \What sort of changes m ght
necessitate that, Admral ?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, and we had sone
background di scussion in terns of the nunber of tests that
we have done in the past, which forns a pedigree for us to
continue the stockpile stewardship program But as our
weapons age and go beyond their design lifetines, there are
a nunber of effects, aging effects, that you nmay bunp into
the limts of your science to understand and predict where
they're going to go.

So, there are both technical reasons, and | alluded to
political reasons, actions by your opponents, both of which
may make it advantageous us to reconsider our testing
deci si ons.

Chai rman Wcker. Okay. Thank you. Senator Fischer.

Senat or Fischer: Thank you, M. Chairman. And thank
you to the panel for being here today for this very

| mportant di scussion.
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Nucl ear deterrence underpins our national security, and
for the last 80 years, it has worked. Qur deterrent
strategy has also rightfully evolved over tinme. Back in
2010, when New START was being ratified and we were
finalizing our nuclear nodernization plans, the geopolitical
envi ronment was fundanentally different. Al the
assunpti ons nade back then, they were wong. Russia is not
a friendly potential partner. China is not a |lesser threat.

Here's the reality. Today, Russia has been in non-
conpliance with the New START since 2022, and continues to
hol d a massive nunerical advantage in tactical nuclear
weapons. China is growing its nuclear arsenal, as Admral
Richard |likes to say, at breathtaking pace. Both countries
are out pacing us in devel opi ng novel destabilizing weapons.
Nucl ear deterrence only works if our nuclear forces are
safe, reliable, and credible.

In 2023, the Bipartisan Strategic Posture Comm ssion
released its final report. The comm ssioners unani nously
agreed that our current nucl ear nodernization plans, which
are predicated on New START limts, are not sufficient to
neet the new threats posed by Russia and China. W cannot
allow the credibility of our nuclear deterrent to erode.

Adm ral Richard, great to see you here today. You were
a strong supporter of devel oping the Nucl ear Sea Launch

Cruise Mssile as a response to Russia's overwhel m ng
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advantage in theater range nucl ear weapons during your tine
as Commander at STRATCOM

Since that time, this commttee has recei ved many
reports that Russia and China are building | arge nunbers of
new novel nucl ear weapons, including a wi de variety of
t heater range systens. |In your view, sir, should we be
consi dering other additional types of weapons systens to
enhance deterrent?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, | remain in strong
support of the Sea Launch Nuclear Cruise Mssile, and |

think events in the tine since | retired have borne out why

| made that recommendation. |t would' ve been a great
utility to us already, and | think it'll be the same in the
future.

But to answer your question, yes, | do think we need to

be considering additional capabilities beyond sinply
suppl enental capability of a Sea Launch Cruise Mssile. To
deter, the threat has to be credi ble, which neans you have
to pace the defenses of the states that you are in
conpetition wth.

So, | don't think it's too early to start |ooking at a

nucl ear capabl e hypersonic weapon for the U S., an extension

of our conventional capabilities in that area. | think in
the future -- and there's several others we could discuss --
that will be an inportant addition to maintain our
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deterrence agai nst Russia and Chi na.

Senator Fischer: As we |ook at the nunber of bonbers,
t he nunber of submarines that are under production right
now, do you think that our sizing of our force is based on
deterring the current threat environnment? Is that the best
strategy we can have on this?

Adm ral Richard: Senator, those nunbers were devel oped
back in 2010 timeframe under a very different strategic
environnent and strategic threat environment specifically.
So, no, | think the nunbers are insufficient on all portions
of the triad, particularly on the bonber and the ballistic
m ssil e submari ne | eg.

There are additional capabilities that we shoul d
consider in addition to the recapitalization of the triad
and increasing the capacity inside the triad. One chall enge
that we face, particularly on the ballistic mssile
submarine side is the tine it would take to get additional
ballistic mssile submarines given the tinelines involved in
t hose productions.

But the answer to your question is, yes, we're going to
need nore capacity, particularly in the bonber and sea
| aunch | egs.

Senator Fischer: Thank you. M. Mrrison, I'll try
and do this introduction quickly. But as we approach the

expiration of New START, we've seen a nunber of commentators
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out there. They're lanenting the end of the agreenent.
They're predicting a terrifying new chapter in Anerican
hi story due to the end of this treaty.

What is notably, | believe, mssing fromthese
sentinments is the fact that the departnent and the
intelligence community across the last three adm ni strations
have assessed that Russia regularly failed to uphold its
obligations under the treaty. New START inspectors were
tenporarily halted during COVID. W' ve heard about that.
Putin has suspended Russia's participation entirely.

So, M. Morrison, if Russia was not living up to its
comm t ments when New START was enforced, do we think our
security situation will be worse without it, or will the
treaty and just give us freedomto effectively respond to
Russi a's bad behavior, and also to realistically acknow edge
what China's doing in this regard?

M. Mrrison: Senator, | think the New START Treaty
wll go out with a whinper. Mich has been nade about the
end of this chapter, but | think it creates an opportunity
for the next chapter to | ook at all nucl ear weapons across
t he nucl ear pl ayers.

Senat or Fischer: Thank you. And Anbassador, |
appreci ated your comments about to Senator Hirono's
guesti ons about the parallel track and the need for that.

So, we aren't hanstrung trying to deal with Russia, and we

52

www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
DC.Scheduling@L exitaslL egal.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

53

i gnore the threat of China. Thank you.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, Senator Fischer. And |et
me say, |'ve been rather lax with the gavel on the five-
mnute rule. But |I'mgoing to cone down hard on Senat or
Kaine if he violates that.

Senator Kaine: He knows nme from experience. So, thank
you, M. Chair.

How about just for each of you, what woul d be the
downside to the United States, if any, of the President
ext endi ng New START for a year?

Anbassador Gottenpeller: To ne, Senator, there's no
downside. | do agree wth both of ny colleagues that it is,

yes, very necessary to respond to the Russian and the

Chinese threats. | know that we are preparing and pl anning
to upload. | agree with that activity. | think it's very
| mportant.

But in ny view, we can take another year limted by New
START, continue our planning and preparing to upload, and at
the same tine, then have an opportunity to try to get to the
negotiating table and see if we can put in place sone new
restraints at the negotiating table with both China and
Russi a.

So, in other words a year-long delay in ending the
limtations of the New START Treaty woul d not prejudice

i nportant work we need to do.
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Senat or Kai ne: Now, how about to Admral Richard and
M. Mrrison? Wiat is the downside, if any, of the U S.

Presi dent agreeing to a one-year extension

Admral Richard: Senator, first, absent a verification
mechani sm a one-year extension gives you very little
confidence that the Russians are actually adhering to it.

Senator Kaine: And we have no confidence now  So,

t hat woul dn't change on February 6t h.

Adm ral Richard: That wouldn't change. Exactly. But
we woul d be constrai ned ourselves fromreposturing the
forces that we have today to better address the chall enge
presented to us by China.

Senator Kaine: M. Mrrison?

M. Morrison: Senato, Senator during the, the Trunp 45
adm ni stration, the President was willing to entertain a one
year extension of the agreenent, but we got sonething for
It. We got Russia to cone to the table and agree to
negoti ations on total force caps. So, in the present case,
| haven't heard what we get for it.

So, if the President proceeded to tell President Putin
that he is willing to discuss a one-year extension on the
condition that Putin cone to the table and agree to
negotiate on a total cap to cover all nuclear weapons, not
just the 45 percent of nucl ear weapons, Russia's nucl ear

weapons that are covered today, that m ght be a deal worth
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making. That is not the deal under on the tabl e today.
Senator Kaine: | understand your point. You've
expressed a position that | think everybody would share. It
woul d be great if there were an upsi de.
| asked a slightly different question. Wat's the
downsi de to an extension? |Is there unanimty anong the panel
that a New START franmework should now i nclude tactica
nucl ear weapons? That that should be one of the issues as we
get into discussing any future chapter in New START?
Anbassador CGottenoeller: Yes, Senator. As | spoke
earlier this norning, | do agree with the Trunp
adm ni stration's proposal in their first termto go after
all nucl ear weapons, including non-strategi c nucl ear weapons
i n the next.
Senator Kaine: And | assume Admral Richard, M.
Morrison, you believe the sane?
Admral Richard: Yes, Senator. But there's an
I nportant point. There's nore to it than just New START and
tactical or non-treated accountable. There's the novel
weapons systens that Russia has that are strategic but not
covered by the treaty that | would include on that |ist.
Senator Kaine: M. Mrrison?
M. Morrison: Senator, | agree with the idea of trying
to negotiate a control on all nuclear weapons. | don't

think the New START framework would itself be adequate
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because anong other things, the verification and telenetry
measures would not be what is required to go at -- to trust
but verify Russian non-strategic force limts.

Senat or Kai ne: And then, Anbassador Cottenoeller, as
sonmebody who's been at the table with the Russians, how do
you think the Gol den Done announcenent, how woul d t hat
factor into behavior at the negotiating table? And you
answered a question that | asked you on the record after a
Foreign Relations Commttee hearing on this topic, which I
real ly appreciate, and that's why | asked you today.

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Thank you, Senator. |
absol utely agree that our two top objectives, and Admral
Ri chard nentioned the second one, which is to go after the
exotic nuclear mssile systens that the Russians have built
in the last few years.

They know about those two objectives. They' re ready
for them They're going to be ready for us because they're
going to raise questions about CGolden Done, and they're
going to be concerned about what that systemrepresents.
So, it's going to be a negotiation right back and forth, and
back and forth.

I think in that case, we need to be very clear with
themthat they, too, are devel oping nodern m ssile defense
systens. Their S-500 interceptor is excellent going after,

if they want to, our ballistic mssiles. So, we need to be
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ready to conme back at them |It's a negotiation. W ask for
what we want, they ask for what they want, and we go back
and forth.

But they need to be told if they want to Iimt mssile
def enses on our side, we're going to have sonething to say
to them about their nodern mssile defenses.

Senat or Kaine: Thank you. 10 seconds. Back to you,
M. Chair.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very much for adhering to
the tinme limt, and let's see if Senator Sullivan can
possi bly do that.

Senator Sullivan: Oh, thank you, M. Chair. | know
have a very good reputation on this commttee of making the
tineline. | never get gaveled by you or the ranking nenber,
so I'll try as well.

I"'mgoing to throw a curve ball at our distinguished
W t ness panel, noving fromnational security experts to
nmovie critics. Did either of any of you see the novie, the

House of Dynamite, and give ne a one sentence review from

each of you? Quickly, Admral, we'll start with you.
Admral Richard: 1'll start that. Yes, | have seen
the novie. | think the producers were attenpting to start a

conversation that | would support having that conversation.
That said, | would not have nade those decisions as the U S

Strategi ¢ Command Commander. And second, we don't rely on
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the mlitary aid to explain the way we put our plan together
and what it's designed to do. That was ny job at STRATCOM

Senator Sullivan: Good critique. Anbassador?

Anbassador Gottenpeller: | can only agree with Admral
Richard, sir. | absolutely agree with his comments.

Senator Sullivan: GCkay. And M. Mrrison? Good
novi e, good conversation, accurate?

M. Mrrison: Senator, | tried, but ny children
suggested Frozen 2 again, so.

[ Laught er. ]

Senator Sullivan: Good you have your priorities
squared away, and so | appreciate that.

Well, | ook, one of the places in the novie that played
an inportant role was Fort G eeley, Al aska. As you know,
Al aska is the cornerstone of our nation's mssile defense
with all the ground-based mssile interceptors, with the
exception of four, located at Fort Geeley. And nost of our
radar systens on the Al eutian Island chain, clear space
force, ground | ong-range radar system

So, | have a question on what's going on at Fort
Geeley. In ny 2018 Advancing Anerica's M ssile Defense
Act, we worked with the President and his teamon getting
that passed. W decided, and | think it's a very bipartisan
view here, to expand the capabilities at Fort G eeley. The

49th Mssile Defense Battalion often refers to thensel ves as
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t he nodern-day Spartans, because it's about 300 soldiers
protecting 300 mllion Anmericans.

Yet, in that bill, we got 20 nore silos built a nunber
of years ago for nore GBlIs, and they sit enpty still, which
Is an enornous frustration of mne given that we have a shot
doctrine that says, hey, you need to send up a certain
nunber of mssiles to take out rogue incomng mssiles |ike
you saw in that novie.

So, the latest is there's -- they think they're going
to fill these silos by 2030. |In the neantine, in | ast
year's NDAA, as part of ny CGolden Done Act |egislation, the
Congress strongly suggested in additional 20 silos at Fort
Geeley. So, now we have 40 that are full, 20 that are
built, but enmpty, and the Congress saying 20 nore. So, for
a grand total of 80.

Can you give me your assessnent on the inportance of
Fort Geeley as it relates even in the world of Gol den Done?
We're going to integrate ground base and space base sectors,
but what we should be doing to at | east speed up the
depl oynent of nore GBls when we have the mssile systens and
silos ready to go, but the Pentagon seens to be sl ow wal ki ng
this.

I'd I ove any of your views on the need for speed to get
nore mssiles in the ground at Fort Geeley. Admral, why

don't we start with you.
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Admral Richard: Senator, first, you have spoken
el oquently in the past about the strategic value of the
| ocati on of Al aska, specifically in the Arctic, nore
generally. And | think Fort Geeley's contribution to our
current mssile defenses is an exanple of that.

Goi ng back to the novie, which I don't think did
justice to the capabilities of our current mssile defense
system if that had been successful, you wouldn't have had a
novie. That is the value that those m ssile defenses bring
to our security.

So, | would defer to the Departnment of War in terns of
t he actual pace, but | would certainly endorse the val ue of
havi ng sufficient capacity in the GBI systemto pace the
threats that we face.

Senator Sullivan: Yes, sir. And the threat's
I ncreasi ng.

Adm ral Richard: Yes.

Senator Sullivan: Anbassador, any views? Do we need to
get the 20 silos at Fort Geeley filled up here fast? 2030
is too | ong.

Anbassador Gottemoeller: Sir, |'ve been at Fort
Greeley nyself, and | greatly respect the teans there. |
have to say that was an aspect of the novie that disturbed
me as well. But | wll say | stand by what we said in the

Strategi ¢ Posture Comm ssion Report, which is in | ooking
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ahead and | ooki ng toward Gol den Done, and consi dering the
capability we already have in our defenses at Fort G eel ey,
that we need to really focus on denying our potentia
adversaries opportunistic opportunities to go after critical
targets in the United States in both integrated air and
m ssi |l e defense.

So, we need to also be thinking about all the air
threats that will be comng at us in future.

Senator Sullivan: And M. Mrrison, if you can answer
this in 30 seconds, the chairman will probably forgive ne,

M. Morrison: Sir, geography matters and magazi ne
depth matters. Wen you | ook at the key threats, Alaska is
ideally situated to deal with threats that will transect the
North Pole. And so, yes, geography and magazi ne depth are
critical.

Senator Sullivan: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman Wcker: Senator King, | understand you're
yi el di ng back your tine. |Is that correct? |[|'ve been
m si nforned. Senator King.

Senator King: Are you trying to tell nme sonething, M.
Chai r man?

Admral Richard, first, | want to appreciate the fact
that, apparently at your urging, Naval intelligence was not
able to find ny senior thesis on nuclear deterrent. So,

just let's keep it that way.
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Ext ended deterrence, we've touched on it, but here's ny
concern. There's a trenendous enphasis in the Nationa
Security Strategy on burden-sharing appropriately to have
our allies neet their responsibilities. The problemis,
when burden-sharing sort of nobves over into underm ning our
allies confidence in our nuclear unbrella, the result is
going to be, as | think you said, Admral, our allies,
particularly in Asia, Japan, South Korea, thinking about
their own devel opnent of a nucl ear deterrent.

Anbassador, this strikes ne as a very serious issue at
this particular nonment. That burden sharing is fine.
Percentage of GCDP is fine. But when it intimtes a
wi t hdrawal of extended deterrence or the nuclear unbrella,
so-called, it invites proliferation to currently non-nucl ear
st at es.

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Senator, it has been ny
concern that thus far the adm nistration has enphasized with
our allies that they'll be responsible for their
conventional defense in Europe, particularly United States
payi ng nore attention to the |Indo-Pacific now.

But at the sane tine, the Secretary of WAr has stated
that the United States will continue to extend the nucl ear
deterrence to our allies. But the fact that we are not
seeing the admnistration really articulate this policy at a

high | evel, neither the National Security Strategy nor the
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Nat i onal Defense Strategy addresses it, so in ny view,
raising a | ot of questions anong our allies.

Do they need to think about extending nucl ear
deterrence thensel ves? And how woul d they go about that? Is
it the UK and France as the other nuclear weapon states
under the NPT and the ot her nucl ear weapon states in NATO
who woul d play that role? How exactly would they go about
it? And that's where the questions ari se.

You are right. Admral R chard is right. There is no
active announcenent yet fromany NATO ally, but there are
many, | woul d say, debates and di scussions that have
surprised us anong our NATO allies.

Senator King: And part of the essence of deterrence,
whether it's ordinary deterrence or extended deterrence, is
comruni cation. The adversary, and in this case, the allies
have to understand that this is in fact our policy that we
w || abide by.

Here's the next step that really worries ne. The nore
nucl ear states there are, the nore nuclear materials there
are, the nore nuclear technology there is. M nightnmare is
a terrorist organization getting a hold of a nuclear weapon
in the hold of a tranp steaner on its way across the South
Atlantic to the Port of Mam or New York.

Det errence doesn't work with people who have no capital

city at risk and who don't care about dying. Admral, give
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me your thoughts about deterrence in the world of potenti al
nucl ear capacity in terrorists hands, particularly in the
age of Al. Wen you can accel erate technical devel opnent
extraordinarily.

Admral Richard: Senator, first | applaud your
| eadership in a nunber of areas here, including your
guestion in the nuclear command and control in particular.
To go back to your first question, right? The Nati onal
Def ense Strategy does tal k about, in a nunber of areas,
critical contributions that we will make to our allies, even
as they carry an additional burden. | would think that our
nucl ear deterrent and extended deterrent guarantees woul d be
at the top of the critical contribution that we wll be
maki ng to those alli es.

Senator King: | just wi sh that was be being made nore
clear. That's all. Because It's only the word extended
deterrence only appears once in the docunent. Burden-
sharing appears 10 or 15 ti nes.

Adm ral Richard: M experience in terns of what causes
al li es apprehension, particularly in the Asia Pacific, has
to do nore with our capabilities and in particular, our |ack
of theater systens available in the |Indo-Pacific, and our
nodest contribution to NATOw th the dual -capable aircraft.
That is of greater concern than any of the other aspects of

this that we're tal kinng about.
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And to your question, to ne directly, because that has
| ong been a concern in terns of how do you deter a terrori st
ot her or non-nation state organi zation with a nucl ear
weapon, and | was al ways go back to Admiral Haney's comrent
when he was Commander of U.S. Strategi ¢ Command, everybody
val ues sonething. Holding that at risk is the key to
deterring them

Senator King: | think this is a topic that requires
and suggests further discussion and anal ysis because the
whol e -- as you-all have testified, our whole basis of our
Nati onal Defense Strategy for 80 years has been deterrence.
How does that apply to people who conventional deterrence
does not seemto be necessarily an effective tactic?

Thank you, M. Chairman. 1'd love to tal k about
deterrence in cyberspace, but we'll save that for another
time.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch, Senator King.
What grade did you get on your college paper?

Senator King: That's classified, Senator.

[ Laught er]

Senator Warren: Over classification. Happens all the

Chai rman Wcker: W' ve had conplaints about that from
both sides of the dais. W mght want to enter that as part

of the record. So, let's visit anong oursel ves. Senator
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66

Thank you. Welcone to our w tnesses.

I"d like to ask each of you about a Russian proposal to

have the United States and Russia nake a political

comm tnent to abide

Treaty for one year.

by the central |imts of the New START

Hypot hetically, if

told you Russia

was al ready upl oadi ng and busting through that central limt

and its caps, how would that affect the advice you m ght

provide to the President on whether to take this Russian

offer? We'll start with you Admra

Admral Richard: Senator, first,

Ri char d.

we don't know for

sure that they're not already doing that.

Probabl y not.

Mght. No verification nmechanismin place for us to know

one way or the other. | think, fundanentally, agreeing to

an additional year constrains us relative to China and the

actions that we need to be taking in the very near-termto

address that threat while providing us little benefit with

Russi a.
Senat or Cotton:

Sorry.

Anbassador Cottenveller:

Senator. Thank you

Al right. Admiral

for your question.

-- or Anbassador?

|'d love to be an Adm ral,

really do believe

that the Russians have the ability to upload very rapidly.

We spoke about this,

Conmmi ssi on report.

concluded it in the Strategic Posture
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My whol e view of keeping the U S. and Russia under New
START |limts for the comng year is to prevent themfrom
sprinting away fromus in an upload canpaign. So, | do
think we have to watch, carefully use our national technical
nmeans to determne, if we can, if they are uploading. But
that's been ny view, that we need to prevent their rapid
upl oad now.

Senator Cotton: Thank you.

M. Morrison: Senator, as you know, there is already a
serial pattern of non-conpliance, so | would not be
surprised if Russia was doing that. And | already believe
it's a bad idea without that information to extend the
treaty for one year.

Senator Cotton: Ckay. M. Mrrison, let's stick with
you. President Trunp announced rightly, in ny opinion, late
| ast year, the United States woul d resunme nuclear testing
activity on par wwth Russia and Chi na.

We know from statenents from Li eut enant General Ashl ey
and CIA Director Ratcliffe, that both Russia and China have
conduct ed non-historical tests that exceed the zero-yield
standard of the United States, the United Kingdom and
France.

President Trunp's critics claimthat it's not necessary
for the U S. to conduct such a test. Wat do you think

Russi a and China could be gaining fromconducting yield
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produci ng tests?

M. Morrison: Senator, there's two issues at the heart
of the debate over nuclear testing. One, does the current
U.S. nuclear stockpile require it for credibility? And two,
why are Russia and China doing it if they are doing it? It's
t hat second question, and what we may not know, and if we do
know, likely can't talk about in this environnent, that
causes nme the nost concern. Not because of the credibility
of our deterrent, but the risk of strategic surprise.

Senator Cotton: You don't think Russia and China is
just doing it for fun?

M. Morrison: Senator, | assunme that's rhetorical, but
no, I don't think they're doing it for fun. It would no
doubt be a significant expenditure of resources on their
part.

Senator Cotton: Ckay. Admral Richard, you' d like to
take a crack at that one?

Admral Richard: Wll, and | certainly endorsed the
| dea that we should be testing to the I evel that Russia and
China are doing. And | also go back to ny reconmendati ons
back when | was on active duty several years ago, that we
need to i nprove our overall test readi ness, should
condi tions change either technical or political, that
warrants us considering that.

Senator Cotton: Ckay. Admiral, given the grow ng
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nucl ear threat environnent now w thout the bounds of the New
START Treaty, there's many steps we could take. These m ght
i ncl ude renerving our |1 CBM forces, reconverting tubes on
SSBNs, reconverting heavy bonbers, devel oping a suite of

non- strategi c weapon systens, and making sure that NNSA is
changing the way it does business in a nore rapid and
streanl i ned manner.

If you were asked to provide options to the President
what to do in this new environnent, what would be your top
priorities?

Admral Richard: Senator, |I'd go right down the |i st
that you just offered. But it would start with, | would put
the highest priority actually on renoving the four-mssile
tube covers on our Trident submarines and returning themto
24 tubes, vice 20 uploading intercontinental ballistic
mssiles, remerving up to the appropriate point. And again,
| would just go down the |ist that you just described.

Senator Cotton: Ckay. Thank you all for your
t esti nony.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, Senator Cotton. Senator
Varren.

Senator Warren: Thank you, M. Chairman.

So, it is hard to inagine the destruction that nuclear
war would bring, and that's why the U S. has worked to

prevent a nuclear arns race through arns control agreenents,
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i ncl udi ng negotiati ng New START with Russi a.

But this week's expiration of New START pushes the
worl d closer to the edge. These are agreenents that
facilitate data exchanges and put Anerican inspectors on the
ground at Russian nuclear facilities. That verification has
provi ded years of insight into things |ike the nunber of
war heads on each Russian mi ssile, reduci ng guesswork on our
mlitary planning. And | think we can all agree nobody
wants to be guessing w th nukes.

Russi a suspended verification during its war of
aggressi on agai nst Ukrai ne, but recently has expressed
Interest in extending tenets of New START. However, the
Trunp adm ni stration has been unwilling to use U. S.
econom c, diplomatic, and mlitary | everage to advance an
agreenent that would restore verification and hel p keep
Ameri cans strai ght safe.

So, Admral Richard, you were the Commander of U. S
Strategic Command. Do arns control agreenents |ike New
START strengthen transparency and predictability with
Russi a?

Admral Richard: Senator, as | testified back when I
was on active duty, arnms control agreenents that involve al
parties, which in this case would include China, Russia, and
the United States, include all weapons, all types of

weapons, and have verification nechanisnms |ike you just
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descri bed, with consequences for failing to uphold the
agreenent, do enhance strategic deterrence and nationa
security.

Senator Warren: Thank you. You know, the State
Department knows why these verification regines are
inmportant. It said in its annual report that it cannot
confirm Russian conpliance without onsite inspections that
this kind of verification permts.

| nspectors can conduct short notice, surprise visits,
| ook at things |ike how many war heads are on a mssile. And
Wi thout that visit, we mght get lucky. W mght be able to
spot one fromsatellite, but we wouldn't know if it could
hit one target or nultiple targets. And that nmeans we're
guessing. W usually have to assune the worst, and our
enem es do the sane. And before you knowit, we are in a
nore dangerous arms race.

Ms. CGottenoeller, you were the chief negotiator for New
START, and then responsi ble for doing the annual conpliance
reports. If we |lose verification due to New START' s | apse,
can current intelligence capabilities fully plug that hole?

Anbassador Gottenpeller: M' am the New START
nonitoring reginme, verification regine, has not been
I npl emented since February of 2023, you nentioned that in
your remarks. And so, we have been dependent on our

nati onal technical nmeans of verification.
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| couple that -- | marry that with the conpliance
report that is now com ng out of the Departnment of State
where they say that essentially, they see that the New START
limts continue to be maintained by the Russian Federati on.

Now, they have raised a concern about whether the
Russi ans m ght be going over the warhead operationally
depl oyed warhead limt. But that is a concern. They
haven't been able to confirmthat.

And 1'Il be frank with you; | do think that it may be
associated with the so-call ed depl oyed and undepl oyed
| auncher limt. W have an undepl oyed | auncher, a
possibility where if they were notifying us, they could tel
us that they were renoving certain platforms, SSBMs, for
exanpl e, fromdeploynment. And therefore, that woul d account
for if there is some kind of differential in the nunber of
depl oyed war heads.

So, | just use this as an exanple to say that these
negoti ated verification neasures are really inportant. |Its
onsite inspection is vital, but with us, our ability to
notify each other of exactly what we're doing right. And we
did that under New START. There were 25,000 notifications
of the novenents of our strategic forces exchanged on a
regul ar basi s.

Senator Warren: Thank you. | appreciate that. And |

want to slip in one nore question quickly, if I can, and

www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
DC.Scheduling@L exitaslL egal.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

V] /

73

that is, if the U S. gives up on restraining Russia's
nucl ear arsenal through a new deal, does that nmake China
nore or less likely to cone to the table?

Anbassador Gottenveller:

| think the Chinese will only cone to the table if the
United States is engaging with Russia, in nmy opinion.

Senator Warren: Ckay. That's very hel pful. Thank
you. You know, the United States should be using its
position now, and using all of its econom c and diplonmatic
powers to try to get Russia to the table, ultinately to try
to get China to the table. | think it is a mstake to |et
New START expire and to wal k away from an agreenent that
gi ves us valuable intelligence information. W need to do
better. Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, Senator Warren. Senator
Banks.

Senat or Banks: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

M. Mrrison, China's in the mddle of a massive
nucl ear buil dup, as you've said. Yet, the departnent has
consi stently underesti mated the speed and scal e of that
buil dup. Wy is that? Wiy do we keep underestimating thenf

M. Mrrison: Senator, they are an incredibly
conplicated intelligence collection target.

Senator Banks: But why woul d we underestinmate that?

Why woul d we underestinate the increased speed and capacity
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that they've built up. It seens year after year, our
proj ections underesti mate where they are and how f ast
t hey' ve grown.

M. Morrison: Senator, | think we have never seen a
buil dup that is proceedi ng as conprehensively and at the
speed that we're currently seeing. So, | think maybe it
breaks sone of our nodels.

Senator Banks: Tal k about what's driving that buil dup.

M. Mrrison: Sir only, only General Secretary Xi
really knows the answer to that question. It could be a
perception of what it takes to be considered one of the
great powers. It could be other insecurities.

| think this is one of the fundanental challenges with
the deterrence is not thinking in terns of what we val ue,
but in terns of what our potential adversaries value. So,
we can try to predict General Secretary Xi's thinking, but
truly only he knows.

Senat or Banks: Can you help us out a little bit?
Explain to us what are the consequences if China achieves
their goal to build a nuclear arsenal that rivals the United
St ates?

M. Mrrison: Well, Senator, and | think Adm ral
Ri chard tal ked about this earlier. |It's not just China,
it's also Russia, it's North Korea. It could one day be

Iran. But when we think in ternms of sizing our nuclear
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force, when we think in terns of deterrence policy and
strategy, we can't just think about one of these parties.
W now have to think about potentially two peer rivals. And
that's not sonething we think about collectively.

Senator Banks: Collectively, what they can achieve
t oget her.

M. Mrrison: The collective action or sequentia
action, but this is not a problemwe've really previously
dealt wth.

Senator Banks: But talk about what China gets out of

M. Mrrison: Sir, again, it could be a sense for
General Secretary Xi of nore security. It could be a sense
that he's now one of the first, you know, anong equal s,
first-tier powers. But it certainly requires a President to
think in terns of additional problens that General Secretary
Xi can pose.

Senator Banks: So, the warning to us, to this
commttee, is it smart to limt our nuclear forces when
Chi na just keeps building and building at the pace that they
are?

M. Morrison: Senator, | think we have to think in
terns of both the Russian force, and the Chinese force, and
our own production conpl ex.

Senator Banks: Understood. Do you think China's
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nucl ear buildup is nmeant to give them | everage over us in an
event of a Taiwan conflict?

M. Mrrison: Sir, | think it plainly would give China
t hat additional tool.

Senator Banks: Gkay. And then, how do we prevent Xi
from thinking the nuclear buil dup makes an invasi on of
Tai wan easier for then?

M. Mrrison: Sir, | think it's making sure that he
doesn't have any doubt in terns of our ability to deter that
action, if that was our policy.

Senator Banks: M. Morrison, how ready are we to
expand our own nuclear forces if the Chinese keep expandi ng
at the pace that they are?

M. Mrrison: Senator, | talked earlier -- you know,

i f you step back, Secretary Hegseth has brought the Arsenal
of Freedomto the Departnent of War. The National Defense
Strategy that just cane out tal ked about the inperative of
expansi on of our weapons |ines and other associated |ines.

| would like to see if the Arsenal of Freedom cone to
the NNSA. We have to get back to a position at the NNSA
simlar to where we were at the end of the Second World War
where we built at the pace of speed and urgency.

Senat or Banks: The Nucl ear Sea Launch Cruise M ssile,
or SLCMN, will be one of our best tools to deter conflict

with China or Russia. What capability gaps, M. Morrison,

76

www. L exitasL egal.com 800.FOR.DEPO
DC.Scheduling@L exitaslL egal.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

are you aware of that SLCMN will help us address, and why

I's that so inportant?

M. Mrrison: Senator, if | may, |I'mgoing to answer
in ternms of additional capability tools. 1'd rather not
tal k about gaps. But it gives us an -- it gives the

Presi dent an additional tool, and frankly, it's a tool we
needed during the Cold War. W had these weapons at the end
of the Cold War. W elimnated these weapons through

sonmet hing called the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives. But
it is an additional tool for the commander-in-chief and for
our mlitary forces.

Senator Banks: M. Morrison, you're very succinct in
your answers. |It's very inpressive. That's all | have, M.
Chairman. | yield back.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very much. Senator Kelly.

Senator Kelly: Thank you, M. Chairman. Good norning,
everybody. Thank you for being here.

Adm ral Richard, during your tenure at STRATCOM you
underscored the growi ng chall enges of deterring two nucl ear
armed pure adversaries at once. That challenge is getting
nore conpl ex as New START approaches expiration. At the
same tine, this admnistration is trying to throw billions
or hundreds of billions, eventually, at this Gol den Done
concept; a honeland m ssile defense supposedly scaled to

counter full salvos of nuclear ballistic mssiles from both

7
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Russi a and Chi na.
Physics favors the offense. |Intercepting ballisti
m ssiles with decoys present at hypersoni c speeds, and

m dcourse or term nal phase is extrenely hard.

78

c

Count erneasures are cheap. Tests are scripted, and real

adversaries adapt. A defender nust stop everything. The

attacker only needs a few to get through. In ny view,
m ssi |l e defense can underm ne nutual deterrence, and | think
a shield can be a fal se sense of security.

So, here's the question. In a world without arns
control limts, and with two najor adversaries potentially
expandi ng their nuclear arsenals, what are the strategic
I nplications for pursuing this kind of defense?

Admral Richard: Senator, first, | would support
addi ti onal defenses, air and m ssile defenses, for the
United States in ternms of the way it enhances our security.
| think the success of the Israeli systemis an exanple of -
- the technical challenges that you just described can be
addr essed.

Senator Kelly: Do you feel they can be addressed at
scale --

Admral Richard: | do think they can --

Senator Kelly: -- with the full salvos of | CBW

Admral Richard: Absolutely. Because the goal is not
to -- you're not going to intercept every single weapon
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going in, but you will intercept enough of them That one
wi |l drive your opponent to have to consider a nuch |arger
attack than they m ght ot herw se have.

There's a deterrent value in that alone, and then
i ntroducing a |ack of confidence on the part of your
opponent. Their attack is going to be successful, yet, they
will carry all the consequences of having started it, |
t hi nk enhances our security.

Senator Kelly: But Admral, would you agree decoys are
pretty cheap?

Admral Richard: | would agree decoys are pretty
cheap. | would agree that there are ways to discrimnate
through that. | also think directed energy is pretty cheap.
And so, | think there is a technol ogi cal conpetition, not
unl i ke other ones we've had in our history that we can w n.

Senator Kelly: Yeah. And |I'mnot opposed to a missile
defense. | nean, what we have at Fort G eeley, having 44
I nterceptors for a rogue nation concept nakes perfect sense
to nme, and | think that's where our investnent should be. |
think the risk -- | think we often underestinmate that risk.

But when you |l ook at the math on this, the nunber of
I nterceptors, especially if we're going to put themin
space, space-based interceptors, the math becones unwor kabl e
rather quickly. And all Russia or China needs to do is

expand their magazi ne depth. And in ny view, and | want to
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get the anbassador's opinion on this, Anbassador, do you
feel this is a destabilizing approach?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: |t depends on what the --
this is, Senator.

Senator Kelly: Wll, the Gol den Donme systemthat we
coul d spend upwards of $1 trillion on to build a system of
space-based interceptors to try to intercept a full salvo of
nucl ear weapons from Russia and or Chi na.

Anbassador CGottenoeller: | support what we agreed and
recommended in the Strategi c Posture Comm ssion Report, that
is limted mssile defenses agai nst conventional and nucl ear
threats to the United States, integrated air and mssile
def ense.

| stress because there are also a |lot of air breathing
systens. W spent a tinme this norning tal king about Russi an
exotic systens. These new nucl ear-propell ed systens are not
on a ballistic trajectory, right. They are air breathers
and they cone in under that ballistic trajectory. So, |
think we need to take a conprehensive | ook at this,

i ncluding the very |ong experience the Russians have with
counterneasures of all kinds, and figure out what wll bias
the nost effectiveness in encountering |limted opportunistic

attacks on our critical targets.

Senator Kelly: Yeah. | agree with you on the limted
opportunistic attacks. W need sonething. | amvery
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concerned that we could throw $1 trillion at a probl emthat
ultimately, we will find is unsolvable, that we wll not be
able to get a 99.99 kind of reliability out of it, and we
just wind up encouraging our adversaries to build nore
ballistic mssiles, nore warheads, and then this problem
ultimately grows out of control.

| nmean, we've seen this before. W've got the nunbers
down. And | really worry about the future for our kids and
our grandkids living in a world where we have multiple
countries with potentially thousands and thousands of
nucl ear weapons. Thank you, M. Chairnan.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you to the panel. W need to
drill down on this. [1'lIl start with you, Admral Richard.
| s Gol den Done intended to intercept a full salvo of nuclear
weapons?

Admral Richard: The actual capacity of Gol den Done
hasn't been specified. But your answer is, no, it's not
designed to stop an entire salvo to 100 percent
effectiveness. But we don't need 99.99. Right? 99 would
go a long way in ternms of giving us nore options, nore
deci sion space. W still retain and will need to retain our
strategic deterrent in our conventional forces --

Chai rman Wcker: Wiich is why we're having this
heari ng.

Admral Richard: Yes.

81
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Chairman Wcker: Yes, sir. |Is that correct, Admral
Cottenoel | er -- Anbassador Cottenopeller.

[ Laught er. ]

Chai rman Wcker: You'd nake a fine Admral.

Anbassador CGottenpeller: | get to be adm ral again.
Thank you, M. Chairman. | will only say that what |
remarked to Senator Kelly is ny point of view, and it's
consistent with what we recomended in the Strategic Posture
Conmi ssi on Report.

Chai rman Wcker: Wich is not designed to be a
surefire --

Anmbassador CGottenpeller: Yes, sir.

Chai rman Wcker: -- shield against the full --
Anbassador Cottenoeller: Integrated air and mssile
defense. | stress air and m ssil e defense agai nst

opportunistic attenpts to attack us with even either
conventional or nuclear mssiles.

Chai rman Wcker: M. Mrrison?

M. Mrrison: Senator -- M. Chairman, excuse nme. |
think the other dynam c of this question is what do our
adversaries think of Golden Donme? | haven't had a
conversation wwth President, and | haven't had a
conversation with General Quetlein.

But fromthe perspective of what our adversaries think

about this, is it a worthwhile investnent to pursue and a
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cone to the table out of their fear that we may actual ly be
able to build it? I wonder if we would' ve had Start One if
we hadn't had Star Wrs.

Chai rman Wcker: Well, thank you. And Senator Rosen,
you were recogni zed.

Senator Rosen: Thank you, M. Chairman, Ranking Menber
Wcker. Appreciate this. And thank you to the w tnesses
for your service to our country.

And so, | want to talk a little bit about the Nevada
National Security Site, formerly known as the Nevada Test
Site. That's what we refer to it in Nevada. Those of us
who've lived there a long tine, it has and continues to play
a critical role in nuclear weapons devel opnent. It was
ground zero fromthe nmajority of the United States expl osive
nucl ear testing from 1951 to 1992, when 100 at nospheric
tests and 828 underground tests were conduct ed.

Si nce President George H W Bush signed the testing
nmoratoriumin 1992, the U S. devel oped the Stockpile
St ewar dshi p Program and subcritical experinents where the
Nevada National Security Site has continued to certify the
reliability, the safety, the effectiveness of our nuclear
stockpile, but w thout the need for nuclear testing.

Today, the site's underground | aboratory i s undergoi ng

maj or mning and construction to provi de enhanced
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capabilities for subcritical experinents. And it will host
In the near future two of the nost capabl e weapons
radi ographi ¢ systens in the world.

Together with other efforts, these machines wl|
provi de greater certainty and data about the perfornance of
the U S. nuclear stockpile, far better data experts say than
the information that could be gleaned if the U S. were to
break the noratoriumand conduct an expl osive nucl ear test
as the President and sone in his orbit have advocat ed.

So, Admiral Richard, for decades, the directors of the
Nat i onal Laboratories, Conmmander of USSTRATCOM i ncl udi ng
you during your command, and the Secretaries of Defense and
Energy, have annually certified the mlitary effectiveness
of our stockpile, and certified that it does not require
resunpti on of explosive testing with over 1,000 subcriti cal
experinments and robust conputer nodeling providing the data
to support those positions.

So, I'"'mgoing to build upon your answer to Senat or
Hi rono, where you said that you stand by your own
certifications of the stockpile, that you are confident in
the certification process, and that you believe we need
better test readiness to be able to conduct a test if the
Presi dent were to give the order.

Do you, sir, see any technical or strategic

justification for resum ng expl osive testing, and do you
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agree with the data and forned assessnents that it is
unnecessary for the United States to presune expl osive
nucl ear testing?

Admral Richard: Senator, | certainly stand by ny
certifications back when | was on active duty, as we have
just discussed. That was four years ago. So, | would defer
to Admral Corell, current Commander of U S. Strategic
Command who has access to that information that | no | onger
have to see --

Senator Rosen: But up to four years ago, you were

guite confident.

Admral Richard: Up to four years ago, | was quite
confi dent.
Senator Rosen: Thank you. 1'mgoing to nove over to

you, Anmbassador, because it's likely that a nucl ear test
woul d be followed by testing by Russia and China, probably
ot hers, increasing global nuclear security risks.

Russia and China stand to benefit fromtesting nore
than the United States, given our advanced scientific and
technical capabilities, meaning that resuned testing would
actual |l y weaken our position vis-a-vis our two ngj or
conpetitors, and allow our adversaries to close the nucl ear
gap.

Resum ng testing also risks a new arns race, which is

i nconsi stent with President Trunp's stated vision of
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reduci ng nucl ear escal ation through dial ogue with Russia and
China. Anbassador, if President Trunp were to order a

nucl ear test, in your opinion, how would you expect Russia
and China to respond?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: They've been quite clear
Senator, that if the United States resunes expl osive nucl ear
testing, they will do so as well. President Putin hinself
said that they would only resune testing on a reciprocal
basis with the United States.

So, | would expect that to be the outcone, and | do
expect that it would di sadvantage us. You know, because we
conduct ed nore expl osive nuclear tests than any nucl ear
weapon state, we have nore data available to us with which
we are able to do a nmassive anount of cal culation and ot her
activities in order to assure our stockpile is safe, secure,
and effective.

Senator Rosen: And can you add in the |ast few
seconds, what do you think about North Korea, Pakistan, and
I ndi a? How woul d you advi se managi ng the national security
ri sks of testing by these states?

Anbassador Gottenpeller: You know that DPRK is the
only country that has tested in this century. | would

expect they'd be glad to return to testing. Their program
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Is still in infancy conpared to ours, although they're
rapi dly devel oping and inproving it. | would also expect to
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see Indian and Pakistan return to testing.

Senator Rosen: Thank you. Thank you, both, for your

Chai rman Wcker: Let ne ask each of you this about our
i ndustrial base. The Congressional Conm ssion of Strategic
Posture in their final report tal ked about proposals that
woul d reform nati onal and workforce devel opnent. | want to
ask you about that, and particularly shipbuilding, and start
with you, Admral, and then go to you, Anbassador, and then
M. Morrison.

What does shi pbuil ding industrial base have to do with
what we're tal king about today? Can we effectively conpete
wi th China and Russia w thout expandi ng our shipbuil di ng?
And critical?

Admral Richard: The short answer question Senator, is
no, you're not going to effectively conpete with Russia or
Chi na wi t hout expandi ng your shi pbuilding industrial base.

| was very pleased to hear you nention the National
Def ense Strategy Conmm ssion, another congressionally-
directed conm ssion, that | think also had sone very
i nportant conclusions that got |argely overl ooked.

But to your point, yes. |'mencouraged by the current
Nati onal Defense Strategies called to turbocharge the
defense industrial base. | would specifically point to the

shi pbui I ding i ndustrial base inside that. That's where the
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Col unbi a cones from along with any nunber of other
maritinme, Navy, and Marine Corps forces necessary to deter
aggr essi on.

Chairman Wcker: So, if we're serious about this,
we're going to have to get ready to expand our shipyards and
our industrial base?

Adm ral Richard: Expand the shipyard, expand the
wor kf orce, fix the supply chain problens, waive burdensone
regul ati ons, and take nore risks to start acknow edgi ng t hat
we have operational risks that we have to account for that
will warrant taking greater technical and progranmatic ri sk.

Chai rman Wcker: Anbassador CGottenpeller and M.
Morrison, do you want to whol eheartedly agree with that
st at ement ?

Anbassador CGottenoeller: Yes, sir, | can but agree.

M. Mrrison: M. Chairman, our industrial base, and
especi ally our shipbuilding industrial base, is a critical
part of our deterrence.

Chairman Wcker: Thank you very nmuch. And | want to
t hank nmenbers of the conmttee. | need to nmake an
announcenent about questions for the record. That'll be due
to the conmmittee within tw business days at the concl usion
of this hearing.

[ The information referred to follows:]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman Wcker: This has been a great panel,

Ranki ng Menber.
the commttee.

[ Wher eupon,

M.

89

And we are adjourned, with the thanks of

at 11:26 a.m, the hearing was adjourned.]
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