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

Senator King: | am Angus King, the chair of the
Subcommi ttee on Strategic Forces of the Conmttee on Arned
Servi ces.

We wel come our witnesses today. | welcone the chair of
the feel conmttee, Senator Reed, who is with us.

First, | want to thank our w tnesses for appearing
today to give their views on nuclear deterrence policy and
strategy.

Sitting at this witness table, you folks may not |ike
hearing this, but is in excess of 150 years of experience
wi t hin our governnment and academ a on the role of nuclear
weapons in our National Security Strategy.

Let nme thank Senator Fischer for working with ne on
devel oping this hearing, which I feel is of up nost
i nportance. In preparation for the hearing, the
subcomm ttee has received two classified briefings on the
nucl ear capabilities of other countries around the world and
the authority of the President to deploy and use nucl ear
weapons. They were sobering briefings.

Wth this background, it is nowtine to begin a series
of open hearings on nuclear deterrence policy and how t he
Departnment of Defense and Energy are ensuring our nuclear

deterrent, which fornmer Secretary Carter has called the
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1 bedrock of every national security operation we take today,
2 to be sure that it is nodernized and able to deter nuclear
3 threats to the United States.

4 As General Kehler has often said, a great paradox of
5 nucl ear weapons and our deterrent is that in order for

6 nucl ear weapons to never be used, they always nust be

7 capable and ready for use. There is no nore serious topic
8 before the Arnmed Services Conmmttee than ensuring our

9 nuclear deterrent is safe, sound, and effective.

10 W will open with 5-minute witness statenents and

11 alternate with 5 m nutes of questions between each side of
12 the table for each nenber. W do have a six o'clock, 6:00
13 p.m hard stop, due to the President's address to the

14  Congress tonight.

15 Wth that, let ne turn to Senator Fischer, ranking

16 nmenber of this conmttee, and resident of Nebraska, for any
17 comrents that she m ght have.
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STATEMENT OF HON. DEB FI SCHER, U.S. SENATOR FROM
NEBRASKA

Senator Fischer: Wll, thank you, Senator King, and I
join you in welcom ng our W tnesses.

Many of you have appeared in front of this subcommttee
and the full Arnmed Services Comrittee before, so it is good
to have you back with us today and to, again, be able to
benefit fromyour w sdom and your council. Your testinony
conmes at a critical time. W have a new adm nistration in
place that will be reviewing United States' nuclear posture,
as well as the nodernization prograns established by its
predecessors.

Longst andi ng opponents to the United States' nucl ear
noder ni zati on are also renewing their argunents to delay and
def er noderni zation, despite repeated testinony that these
prograns have no margin for additional delay and sone are
already late to need; neanwhile, the global security
envi ronnment continues to shift toward nultipolarity and as
Admral Richard testified |ast week, the nuclear arsenals of
our adversaries continue to grow, including what he
descri bed as a breat ht aki ng expansi on of China's nucl ear
f orces.

I ook forward to hearing your assessnents of these
trends and what they nean for U. S. nuclear policy and

post ure.

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



1 Thank you, M. Chairman.
2 Senator King: Thank you, Senator Fischer.
3 We' || proceed around the table with each of you maki ng

4 an opening statenent of approximately 5 m nutes.

5 M. Franklin C. MIller, please.
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1 STATEMENT OF FRANKLI N M LLER, PRI NCl PAL, THE SCONCROFT
2 GROUP

3 M. MIller: |Is this better? There we are.

4 Chai rman Ki ng, Ranki ng Menber Fischer, Senator Reed,

5 nmenbers of the subconmttee, | am honored to appear before

6 you begin.

7 The enmergence of North Korea as a full-fledged nucl ear
8 weapons state and Iran's continued |urching progress toward
9 adding a nuclear front end with already inpressive ballistic
10 mssile force have undoubtedly made nucl ear deterrence today
11  nore conplicated. Those threats notw thstandi ng, the

12 principal nuclear issue the United States faces today and

13 for the foreseeable future is to deter Russian and Chi nese
14 adventurism adventurism which could well result in full-
15 scale war with potential for nucl ear use.

16 Both Vladimr Putin and Xi Jinping believe their

17 nucl ear arsenal s have great value and have been engaged in
18 mmjor nodification, and in China's case, expansion of those
19 arsenals for at |east the past decade, while the United

20 States has been debating the need for new systens.

21 U.S. nuclear policy is virtually unchanged since the

22  Kennedy years. Qur nucl ear weapons exist to serve to deter
23 nucl ear attack on ourselves and our allies, and as a | ast

24 resort, to deter mmjor non-nuclear attack. Qur policy and

25 prograns seek to nmake clear to potential aggressor
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1 leaderships that there will be no winners in a nucl ear war
2 and an act of arnmed aggression against us or our allies

3 risks escalation.

4 The best description | have of nuclear deterrence is

5 fromthe Scowcroft Conmm ssion Report in 1983. | quote, in
6 order for deterrence to be effective, we nust not only have
7 weapons, we nust be perceived to be able and prepared, if

8 necessary, to use themeffectively against the key el enments
9 of an eneny's power.

10 Deterrence is the set of beliefs in the mnds of the
11  eneny | eaders, given their own values and attitudes about
12 our capabilities and our well. It requires us to determ ne,
13 as best we can, what wll deter them from considering

14 aggression, even in a crisis, not to determne what w |

15 deter us.

16 Conversely, over the past decade and a half, Russian
17  nucl ear strategy has evolved into one seeking, offensively,
18 to nenace and intimdate Mboscow s nei ghbors, many of whom
19 happen to be our allies. Chinese nuclear strategy renmains,
20 as it always has, opaque. But there is strong and energing
21 intelligence that Beijing is studying and adapting the

22 Russian nodel. So, the difference between the U S. approach
23 to deterrence as a defensive tool and the Russian and

24  Chinese | eadership's approach as offensive tools to reshape

25 the global and regional order is obvious.
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Sone anal ysts argue that deterrence of Chinese and
Russi an aggressi on no | onger depends on nucl ear weapons, but
rat her, upon space, cyber, advanced conventional forces, and
t echnol ogi es, such as artificial intelligence. That
notw t hst andi ng, we must understand that Xi or Putin, in any
decision to use force against the United States or our
allies, would have to take that decision in Iight of the
backdrop of our nuclear forces.

I n considering whether to conmmit arnmed aggression at
any |level, they nust weigh the risk that, ultimtely, such
aggression could |lead to nuclear war; a nuclear war which
could lead to the destruction of Russia and China, as they
treasure it, and that fact is crucial. This requires us to
have a npdern and credi bl e nucl ear deterrent, but we are at
a critical juncture with regard to the viability of the U S
strategic deterrent.

| hate to use the now overused word inflection point,
but that is where we are. Renenber that the foundations of
today's Triad were laid in the late 1950s and early 1960s.
Twenty years after that, the Reagan adm ni stration
recapitalized the Triad. Twenty years after that, the Bush
43 adm ni stration should have undertaken a sim|ar
recapitalization, but it did not. And so, we find ourselves
today relying on the fruit of the Reagan program but that

fruit is overri pe.
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We have a force which will, over the next decade,
requi re nodernization or retirenent; there is little ground
I n between. The Triad has denonstrated its val ue over the
past 60 years, but if we don't replace the Mnuteman with
GBSD, we will lose the Triad within a decade. The Onio-
cl ass SSBNs, which carry our sea-based deterrent, will have
to be retired beginning in about 10 years. Their
repl acement by a mnimum of 12 new Col unbi a SSBNs nust
conti nue, but the Colunbia programis a necessary, but not
sufficient nodernization. The Trident Il D5 mssile nust be
upgraded if it is to remain operational through the late
2040s, as planned. And the proposed WB3 War head, | ust
begi nni ng concept devel opnent, is needed to rebal ance the
SOBM fleet and elimnate a | oom ng and danger ous
overreliance on the W6. Then, two | ong-range standoff
weapons is required to replace the 1981-era air-1|aunched
crui se mssile.

So, is it not too fine a point to nake that whether we

foll ow through on strategic deterrence is a test of both,

capability and will; capability, which if not noderni zed,
will be found | acking, and will to carry out the program on
whi ch deterrence rests. Consequently, | urge the committee

to support the nodernization of our nuclear forces by
proceeding with the prograns endorsed by the past two

adm ni strati ons.
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10

Finally, while | don't have tinme in these remarks to
address the narcissistic, self-indul gent, dangerous, and
destabilizing suggestion that the U S. adopt the no-first-
use policy, | would be happy to respond to a question about
t hat .

Thank you, sir.

[ The prepared statenent of M. MIller follows:]
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1 Senator King: Thank you, M. Mller.

2 General Kehl er?

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO

Trustpoint.One  Alderson. www.al dersonreporting.com (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

12

STATEMENT OF GENERAL CLAUDE KEHLER, FORMER COVMANDER
UNI TED STATES STRATEG C COMVAND

General Kehler: Good afternoon, M. Chairnan, Senator
Fi scher, Chairman Reed, distinguished nenbers of the
subcommi tt ee.

| amvery pleased to bring the prospective of al nost 4
decades of mlitary service and senior mlitary command to
t he conversation, nmuch of that in nuclear-related duty. |
wll be presenting ny own views today.

M. Chairman, we face nore conplex security problens
and greater uncertainty than we did during the decades of
the Cold War. Twenty-First Century deterrence and extended
deterrence policy and doctrine nmust now account for a w de
variety of potential adversaries with differing notivations
and objectives. New threats from |l ong-range conventiona
and hypersoni ¢ weapons, cyber weapons, and anti-satellite
weapons are growi ng. Many of these can arrive at our
doorstep quietly and quickly.

Today, a strategic attack against the United States or
our allies may begin covertly in cyberspace, instead of
overtly, via ICBMs over the pole. In such an environnent,
it is attenpting to question the continued role of our
nucl ear weapons and the need for nmgjor investnent in our
nucl ear forces. | think the answers are clear, yes,

strategic deterrence, based on nucl ear weapons renai ns as

www.trustpoint.one 800.FOR.DEPO
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i nportant today as it was during the Cold War, and, yes, it
Is critically inportant that we nodernize the nuclear
deterrent force and support the nen and wonen who operat e,
secure, and maintain it.

So, here are a few points for you to consider. First,
nucl ear weapons are not gone fromworld affairs and they are
not going to be gone anytine soon. Russia and China seek to
change the international order and they are aggressively
noder ni ze, increasing, in sone cases, their nuclear arsenals
as the foundation of strategies designed to di m nish our
power and prestige, coerce our allies, and reduce our gl obal
I nfl uence.

North Korea has acquired nucl ear weapons. Iran renains
a country of interest and India and Paki stan present their
own chal | enges.

Nucl ear weapons continue to pose the gravest threat.

It bears renenbering that Russia has the capability to
destroy the United States with nucl ear weapons over the
|l ength of tinme it takes to conduct this hearing. China
appears to be on a pathway to do the sane.

My second point, nuclear deterrence renains
foundational to our security and that of our allies.

Today's nuclear force is smaller, postured |ess aggressively
and is less promnent in our defense strategy than it was

during the Cold War, but the principles of deterrence remain
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the same. Qur nucl ear weapons prevent the actual or the
coercive use of these weapons against us and our allies, but
they al so constrain the scope and scal e of conventiona
conflict. They conpel adversary |eaders to ponder the
consequences of their actions before they act, and because
we extend our nuclear unbrella over them they obviate the
need for nost of our allies to acquire their own. Strategic
deterrence is the basis for our entire defense posture.

Nucl ear weapons are but one tool we nust bring to bear
to sustain deterrence today, but no other weapon creates the
sanme deterrent effect and we nust be very careful that
efforts to reduce their role, further reduce their nunbers,
or restrict their use does not encourage or incentivize
adversaries to do the very things we are trying to prevent.

Third, the Triad remains the nost-effective way to neet
our Twenty-First Century deterrence objectives. Since the
1960s, our deterrence has been based on the famliar Triad
that you know. the ballistic mssile submarines, |and-based
| CBMs, and | ong-range bonmbers. Each leg contributes a
primary attribute to deterrence; subs at sea are survivabl e,
| CBMs are responsive, and bonbers are flexible.

Toget her, the three |l egs present an eneny with
I nsur nount abl e attack and defense problens and they provide
the m xture of systens and weapons necessary to hold an

adversary's nost-valuable targets at risk with the
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credibility of an assured response, if needed; that is the
essence of deterrence.

My next point isn't very well understood, but,
basi cally, we have been relying on a dyad of at-sea
submarines and I1CBMs to provide daily deterrence since the
bonbers were renoved fromnuclear alert in 1992. W still
have a Triad with all its benefits, but only if the
Presi dent orders are the bonbers readi ed for nucl ear use.
Submari nes and | CBMs, together, have all owed the bonbers to
be rel eased for use in a wide variety of conventiona
m ssions wth great effect.

Renovi ng bonbers fromdaily alert validated the
| mportance of the subs. It also raised the inportance of
| CBMs as a mainstay of deterrence, as a hedge agai nst
unf oreseen technical problens in the subs or advances in
anti-submarine capabilities, and as an enabler for
adjustnents in the at-sea submarine force. Retiring |CBMs
woul d create unprecedented and unacceptable risks as we go
into an uncertain future, and in ny view, would require
returni ng bonbers and tankers to nuclear alert.

Fifth, it is tinme to proceed with the bipartisan
comm tnment to nodernize the Triad, the supporting command
control and commruni cati on systens, and nucl ear weapon
I ndustrial base. Russia and China watch our nucl ear forces

and track our nodernization efforts very carefully.
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The credibility of the U S. nuclear deterrent is based
on denonstrated capabilities and the will power to use
nucl ear weapons in extrene circunstances when vital national
interests are at stake, and that capability will have to be
clearly comuni cated to any potential adversary.

Triad platforns are well beyond their design and
service lives and we are out of margin. Modernization of
two | egs has begun, but conpleting the conprehensive program
Is the nost inportant step Congress can take to ensure our
deterrent remai ns credi ble and our nation secure.

Finally, | urge caution as you consider changes to
nucl ear authorities or the nucl ear-decision process. The
| egal and procedural inplications of certain changes that
have been proposed are significant wth unknown inpact on
deterrence. Based on ny experience, | believe the current
chain of command is clear and the decision process strikes
the right bal ance between Twenty-First Century security
needs, safeguards, and positive civilian control over the
use of the weapons.

Thanks for inviting nme, and | |ook forward to your
guesti ons.

[ The prepared statenment of Ceneral Kehler follows:]
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1 Senator King: Thank you, sir.

2 Dr. Bracken?
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STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL BRACKEN, PROFESSOR OF MANAGEMENT
AND PROFESSOR COF POLI TI CAL SCI ENCE, YALE SCHOOL OF
MANAGEMENT

Dr. Bracken: Good to be here. Thanks for hol ding
t hese --

Senator King: | think you need to turn your mc on,

Dr. Bracken: | think it is on.

Can you hear ne? (ood.

What | would like to do today is to give a big picture
about nucl ear weapons and the worl d, because any Anerican
strategies would have to fit into that context. Wen | | ook
at the world, what | see is that the role of the bonb is
I ncreasing its grip on world order.

What | nean by this is that nore and nore countries are
basi ng their fundanental security, their existence on
nucl ear weapons. All nine countries wi th nucl ear weapons
are now noderni zi ng or expanding their forces. W even saw
recently where Great Britain is increasing their warhead
| evel s by 40 percent.

There are differences that have occurred in the
environnment, conpared to the Cold War and we nust take
account of these. There are nultiple decision-nmaking
centers. Wat does that nean?

That neans that Beijing, Mscow, Pyongyang can take

18
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deci sions which are really going to affect our nuclear
security and whether a nuclear war starts. | can inmagine a
w de range of possibilities for whomw nds up with whom As
we saw in the Cold War, where we saw alliances flip, let's
not forget that one of the alerts of the Cold War was China
going on alert with its nuclear forces in 1969, but it
wasn't against the United States; it was against the Sovi et
Uni on.

| use this as an exanple of a wi de range of things that
coul d happen and | could inmagi ne a very wi de band of
possibilities. And one of ny argunents today is we need to
consider this wi der band of scenarios and possibilities. |
can consider this wi de band al nost a wi de range of things,
but there is one | can't inmagine, and that is total
di sarmanent. W are going to be stuck in this role for
sonet hing |i ke 50 years or nore.

It is also ny viewthat the quality of the discussion
about deterrence has, in many respects, declined it what it
was in the Cold War. It is ny view that the | evel of
deterrence we have agai nst the surprise attack agai nst the
United States, the bonbers, subs, and mssiles, is
excessively analyzed. | viewit as a very renote
possibility and it is distracting us from other scenari os.

The way | put it is that 90 percent of the research or

the studies go into the surprise attack, "out of the blue"
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attacks, okay, and the other 10 percent goes into accidental
war, and you were discussing this, with unauthorized use of
nucl ear weapons, it is ny understandi ng.

The significance of these trends is that we don't
consi der that the conventional nodernization of the U S.
forces are investnents into greater precision strike, into
cyber, and into space. They wll all occur in a nuclear
context. Mbst of the wars that we are | ooking at, that the
Pent agon | ooks at, we will be fighting on the doorstep of a
maj or nucl ear power, Russia or China, and this could not be
nore dramatically different than fighting ISIS or the
Tal i ban.

This wi der band of scenarios of how conventiona
interacts with nuclear forces is what needs a | ot nore
consideration and if we mss sonme studies of a surprise
attack or one nore study preventing accidental war, | am not
too bot hered, because | don't think those probabilities are
very big to begin with in the first place.

Let me just finish up maki ng sone renmarks about Chinese
nucl ear strategy. Let ne convey sonething | try to get
across to ny students at Yale. Any discussion of nuclear
strategy in the United States or of another country |ike
China, has to be done at, at |east three |evels.

We have the declaratory policy. That is what the

Presi dent and the secretary say is going to happen and what
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we wll and won't do.

We have the operational level. What does the mlitary
train on? \Wat do the war plans say?

Then we have what | will call the real policy. Wat
woul d the President actually do in the event?

Focusi ng on any one of these, |ike declaratory policy,
| think leaves a ot to be desired. In China's case, when |
| ook at the nodernization of their force, it is really
substantial and troubling, in nmy view, not only as to its
size, but its change in character. They are noving to
nmobi | e nucl ear forces, submarines, bonbers, and nobile
m ssiles, and this means a trenendous anount of
communi cati ons and sensor updates, |inks going back and
forth. They have to track our targets and protect
t hensel ves, and this opens up the world to all kinds of
I ntervention and, well, disruption wth cyber, by both
si des.

And the last thing | wll say is in the case of the
Chi nese nucl ear forces, let us not forget China is the only
country in the world surrounded by five nucl ear weapon
states. Now, it is true that three of these countries,

Paki stan, North Korea, and Russia, are allies. How would
you like to have three allies |like Russia, North Korea, and
Paki st an?

To say the least, it presents problens for them | am
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guite convinced that nmany Chi nese nucl ear weapons have
pi cked out targets in their three, quote, allied states, for
the good reason that their allies, their friends, are nore
likely to bring catastrophe to China than the United States
I'S.

So, | think we are entering a new world. The
envi ronnment has changed so nuch that we really need a
fundanmental rethink of what our deterrence policies are for
this world.

Thank you very nuch.

[ The prepared statenment of Dr. Bracken follows:]
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1 Senator King: Thank you, Doctor. | appreciate that.
2 Next is Dr. Brad Roberts.

3 Dr. Roberts?
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STATEMENT OF DR. BRAD ROBERTS, DI RECTOR, CENTER FOR
GLOBAL SECURI TY RESEARCH, LAWRENCE LI VERMORE NATI ONAL
LABORATORY

Dr. Roberts: Thank you, sir, and thanks to all of you
for the opportunity to, again, join you for a conversation
about nucl ear policy and posture.

Let ne al so begin by underscoring that | am
participating in ny private capacity and, thus, the views |
express are my own.

My core argunent today is that the United States should
have the nuclear forces its strategy requires, not the
strategy our forces require. U S. nuclear deterrent
strategy has been remarkably constant over many decades.
Now, to be sure, there have been many changes in the U S
practice of deterrence and to the associated forces,
especially since the end of the Cold War, as the role of
nucl ear weapons has becone nuch snaller in our overall
def ense strategy.

But the fundanmental s of nucl ear deterrence, of
deterrent strategy have renmmi ned intact, despite these
changes to the practice of deterrence, and U S. nucl ear
deterrence strategy seeks to acconplish four main goals: to
deter threats to vital interests of the United States by
being able to put at risk those assets nost valid by

adversary | eadership. You have heard this many ti nes.
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The second goal is to respond if deterrence fails, in
order, and with the hope of restoring deterrence at the
| onest possible |evel of damage in a manner consistent with
our political objectives.

A thirty objective of the strategy is to extend
deterrence protection to our allies and partners, and
t hereby assure them

And, lastly, a goal of our strategy, especially since
the end of the Cold War, is to hedge agai nst strategic
surprise, whether technical, geopolitical, or both.

Now, especially since the end of the Cold War, every
new adm ni stration has arrived wanting to nove away fromthe
Col d War, nove away from Cold War forces, away from Cold \War
t hi nki ng, and there have been many advocates of big changes
to the practice and to the underlying strategy of
deterrence. That case for big change is usually nade by
those who see the current U S. practice of deterrence as
dangerously trapped in old ways of thinking and they
advocate, instead, for a different strategy, sonetines
call ed m ninum deterrence or deterrence-only. There are
vari ous nanes.

And the regul ar process of renewing U S. nuclear
posture and policy through the 4-year reviews conducted by
new adm ni strations, provides a valuable opportunity to

revisit these questions and retest policy assunptions in a
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changi ng context. The |latest version of the argunment for
change, big change, cones from Secretary of Defense WIIiam
Perry, who, with his co-author, Tom Colina, nakes four big
argunents, five big argunents.

First, the United States has been prepared for a
surprise Russian nuclear attack that never arrived and, in
all likelihood, never wll. Second, the greatest danger is
not a Russian surprise attack, but a U S. or Russian
bl under, that we m ght accidentally stunble into war.

Third, they argue if there is no significant risk of a
disarmng first strike, then there is no need to | aunch

nucl ear weapons first or quickly. There is no need for
presidential sole authority, other than for in retaliation,
no need for weapons on high alert, no need to | aunch weapons
on warning of attack, no need for ground-based m ssiles at
all, no need for weapons in Europe or Asia. Fourth, they
argue that there is every reason to believe that once
attacked with atom c weapons, a nation would respond with
everything it has got. And, lastly, they argue that the
Obama admi ni stration started an excessive programto rebuild
t he nucl ear arsenal, which the Pentagon took over as a
project to develop a plan to rebuild all parts of the
arsenal, as if the Cold War never ended.

Now, | disagree with this analysis. | think it points

us in the wong direction and, thus, | disagree with their
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recommendations. Let me offer four quick counterargunents.
First, the threat of nuclear attack on the U S and its

allies do not go away wth a bolt out of the blue. W have
a new threat facing us. W have the threat of regiona
conventional wars agai nst nucl ear-arnmed powers that could go
nucl ear as they face reginme-threatening circunstances. Such
wars present a series of particular nuclear risks, involving
the limted use of nucl ear weapons by our adversaries.
M nimal deterrence offers no answer to these probl ens.

Respondi ng with everything we have got to a Russian
depl oynent of one or two or three nucl ear weapons sonewhere
for limted effect is not going to be seen as anything ot her
t han national suicide, because we woul d expect a nassive
response to that. The adoption of m ninmal deterrence for
t hese new probl ens woul d i ncrease nucl ear risk, not decrease
it and woul d weaken the assurance of our allies.

Second, | disagree that an accidental stunble into war
Is the greatest danger. | have already said what | think
the greatest danger is: the risk of a regional,
conventi onal war agai nst nucl ear-arned adversaries, where
t hey cross the nuclear threshol d.

But of course we can't sinply dismss the risk of a
m scal cul ati on or a breakdown in our warning or conmand and
control systens, but | amquite satisfied, as | hope you

are, that this problemattracts the needed high-1level focus
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1 fromDOD | eadership. And | agree with the recent DCOD

2 statenent that the U S. alert systemprioritizes surety over
3 speed. So, | don't agree with the Perry-Colina problem

4 statenent.

5 My third counterargunent is that m ninum deterrence

6 offers no answers to the probl ens of extended deterrence,

7 the problens of nmultipolarity, Russia, China, North Korea,
8 all at the sane tine, and to hedge, to be prepared for an

9 unpredictable security environnent.

10 Fourth, the nodernization programand record is not

11 excess to requirenents or a sinple replication of the Cold
12 \War force.

13 | have offered you three quick visuals in the witten
14 statenent | submtted for the record, to nmake that point.
15 So, ny bottomline is, the | ongstandi ng deterrence

16  fundanental s underpinning U S. strategy are sound. The

17 strategy is sound.

18 The alternative strategy is not sound. |f inplenented,
19 it would increase nuclear dangers in various ways. The

20 United States should maintain the forces required by this
21 strategy. |1CBMs contribute sonething unique to each of the
22 four deterrence objectives | referred to. This requires

23 them nodernization of the full Triad, w thout delay.

24 Thanks so rnuch.

25 [ The prepared statenent of Dr. Roberts follows:]
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Senator King: Thank you all very nuch for thoughtful
t esti nony.

As | was sitting here, and | don't know why this didn't
occur to ne before, but 55 years ago, right now, | was
witing ny senior thesis in college on nuclear deterrence in
the spring of 1966. | would give anything to be able to
find that paper. | would probably be appalled if |I read it
but et ne begin with several questions.

M. Roberts, let nme followup on sonething that you
menti oned. What is our doctrine with regard to, say, Russia
using a tactical nuclear weapon in Eastern Europe in the
context of an invasion of Wkraine or annexation of Poland or
sonme other simlar kind of action; in other words, do they
feel, is there a deterrent to the use of a tactical nucl ear
weapon, because, as you know, M. Putin has announced to
escal ate to de-escalate strategy. | am wondering how
deterrence, as we have been discussing it, fits into that
scenari o.

Dr. Roberts: Well, let ne start the discussion. Wll,
the United States has a policy that says that we reserve the
right to respond with nucl ear weapons to, in circunstances
where, in extreme circunstances, where the vital interests
of the United States or an ally are in jeopardy. W don't
descri be those circunstances. W don't identify the

national interests that we consider vital. W |eave it
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uncertain in a formof cal cul ated anbiguity.

It makes it difficult for our adversaries to know
exactly where our red line is and, frankly, we may not know
exactly where our red line is until a conflict is unfolding
and puts certain interests at risk.

Senator King: So, there is a deterrent, but it is
anbi guous. | just want to conment on that scenario, because
| think that is one of the ones that we have to think about.

M. Bracken?

Dr. Bracken: | don't think we have a doctrine for
t hat .

M. MIler: | think that we, as exactly as descri bed
by Dr. Roberts, have the forces, and have nmade the pledge to
defend our allies, and I think the Russians absolutely
understand that, and that is why, while they are ranpagi ng
in Ukraine and in Georgia and taking Crinea, they threatened
NATO, but they haven't done anything to act against it.

Senator King: Let ne ask another question. | think it
was mnentioned, nmaybe, General Kehler, in your remarks. The
essence, or not the essence, but one of the essenti al
gualities of deterrence is credibility. Wuld you argue
that the noderni zation programthat is underway now and its
continuation, is, initself, part of the deterrent strategy
in order to showthat we are willing to invest in a

credi bl e, usabl e nucl ear deterrent?
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CGeneral Kehler: Absolutely, M. Chairman. | think if
you go back and | ook at what nmakes up deterrence, it is
convi nci ng an adversary that they can't achieve their
obj ectives or they are going to suffer unacceptable
consequences if they try or both.

And in order to be credible, in creating that view, you
have to have capabilities that they see as credible
capabilities. This gets back to in order to prevent the
use, you have to be ready to use them and you have to have
the will power, and that comes through declaratory policy and
ot her things that we do and say.

Senator King: And they know the condition of our
system They know the age, and not doing this kind of
noder ni zati on would, itself, be a signal that would
undermine the credibility as a deterrent; is that correct?

General Kehler: | believe that is true.

Senator King: Ckay. W have been tal king about state
actors. Technology is advancing a pace. Wat happens, |
don't want to posit this as a likelier scenario, but it is
certainly possible, but what happens when a non-state actor
gets ahold of a nuclear weapon who is a suicide bonber, what
do they care? Deterrence, nutually assured destruction has
no relevance to them How do we deal with that threat,
because | think that is a threat that we are going to face,

ei ther through technol ogi cal devel opnment in sone cell in
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wherever they are or through purchasing froma nucl ear
country that has |ess scruples about this than others. How
do you apply the deterrence theory or, | guess, what is the
theory to prevent a nuclear attack by a non-state actor?

M. Bracken?

Dr. Bracken: | think there is a |ot that actually can
be done, but it isn't in increasing deterrence of that; it
is increasing intelligence. This is a real issue with
I ndi a, Pakistan, clearly. It could be for other countries.
| would also say it is one of the huge differences in the
current environnent, conpared to the Cold War, where it was
the sort of threat that you would see in Janes Bond novi es,
but that is about all. Today it is a very real threat
because of the security of existing nuclear weapons in
Paki stan, in India, and, perhaps, other places.

I think there should be, and there already is starting
to be intelligence sharing, technol ogy, and such, wth other
countries who face this threat. And those in DOD who are
doing this, should be conmended for taking the initiative
there, in ny view

Senator King: This is a place where we have sonet hi ng
I n conmon with our nuclear rivals.

Dr. Bracken: Most of the major powers m ght not agree
about a lot of things, but they do agree that they don't

want a nucl ear war, nunmber one, and they agree that they

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



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Trustpoint.One = Alderson.

33

don't want a terrific attack on thensel ves or one of their
allies, because it could drag themin. So, there is a rea
basis for a discussion here and that is a good thing.

Senator King: Yes, | agree.

Senator Fi scher?

Senator Fischer: Thank you, M. Chairman.

CGentl enen, a recent independent assessnent perforned by
the Institute for Defense Anal ysis concluded that, quote,
the U.S. adoption of a no-first-use policy will not bring
about a setting that is nore conducive to positive behavior
by adversaries or to strengthen relations with allies. It
m ght have already constrained U S. policy and procedure
governi ng nucl ear use. The weight of the evidence indicates
significant potential for no-first-use to inpart nore harm
t han good, end quote.

Do you believe we should nmaintain the current
declaratory policy and its elenent of cal cul ated anbiguity?

M. MIller, let's start with you.

M. MIller: Yes, Senator, | do. | don't believe that
no-first-use does anything except make its proponents feel
good.

Those of you who understand col | ege football renenber
Wody Hayes when he said wwth a forward pass that three
t hi ngs woul d happen, two of which were bad. Wth no further

use, four things will happen and all of them are bad.
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Particularly, after the last 4 years, our allies wll
doubt our commtment to their defense agai nst massive
Russi an attack. Second, as a result of that, those allies
who have the capability to develop their own nucl ear weapons
wll goalittle bit further down that road. Third, given
the conspiratorial nature of the Chinese and Russi an
regimes, they will never believe that we have actually nmade
that our policy. And, fourth, the Russian policy of first
use and the Chinese policy, which is, as Admral Richard
told you, is very anbiguous, is not as a result of ours, but
because they have gone in a certain direction that they
think is their own.

So, no-first-use is just a terrible idea.

Senat or Fischer: Ckay. Ceneral Kehler?

General Kehler: Yeah, | think that a no-first-use
policy nakes us |ess secure, Senator, and | think that for a
coupl e of reasons, and it is basically what M. M|l er has
said. First of all, | think that a no-first-use policy
I ncentivizes our adversaries to act aggressively, to
I ncl ude, perhaps, starting a major, conventional, regional
war, W thout facing the consequences of the ultimate ri sk,
and that gets back to Senator King's question, as well.

And then | think it renoves a pillar of security from
our allies and that is a fundanental pillar for them W

use our nucl ear weapons, unlike every other nucl ear-arned
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country, in that we extend that guarantee to our allies.
And | think one other thing to be m ndful of, no-first-use
presunes that the United States will maintain nmassive,
conventional superpriority and I don't think that is a good
presunption.

Senator Fischer: Thank you.

Dr. Bracken?

Dr. Bracken: Yes. | take a very different view of no-
first-use, and ny viewis that it needs to be very carefully
studied and articul ated, not rejected out of hand, as a kind
of bad bunper sticker. There are a dozen different ways of
| ooki ng at no-first-use.

Let's take one of them The U S. has a de facto, no-
first-use of nuclear weapons today and we have had it since
the late 1960s. There is no scenario you can find at the
Pent agon that shows first use actually led to sonmething. If
you | ook at U. S. presidential behavior or secretari al
behavior, it is strongly oriented toward a de facto no-
first-use.

Secondly, no-first-use needs to be considered in a
context of, like, when would you do it and over what tine
frame?

Let ne give an exanple of one that | happen to support.
The President declares no-first-use of nucl ear weapons,

comm, guaranteed second use. |f anybody does use nucl ear
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weapons, we will guarantee that we will punish themwth
nucl ear weapons. That is a variation.

Anot her variation is, we will not use nucl ear weapons
first in 5 years to give Japan and Gernmany and ot hers,
because the counter to this is that if the U S. declares no-
first-use, Japan and Germany will go nucl ear tonorrow
norning and this is absurd. Thank you.

Senator Fischer: | amrunning out of tine.

| did want to point out, | agree with General Kehler
and with M. Mller.

And Dr. Roberts | amsorry, | amcutting you off here,
too, but the inpact this has on our allies, | think is
I mrense and we have al ways guaranteed their security with
our nucl ear deterrence, with our nuclear Triad. W have
al ways provided that unbrella of safety to them

And in this study fromthe Institute for Defense
Anal ysis, that was al ways pointed out in there that our
allies are not seeking any change in our declaratory policy.

So, thank you, M. Chairnman.

Senator King: W wll likely have a second round, so
Senat or Fischer: On, okay. Well, | have lots to go.
Senator King: | figured. | could tell

Chai r mran Reed?

Chai rman Reed: Thank you, M. Chairnan.

36
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As many have pointed out, particularly Professor
Bracken, that the world has changed since the Cold War.
Mul ti pl e countries now have nucl ear weapons.

I think sonething el se has changed, too, is the arns
control has lost a lot of traction. And it used to be ny
i npression, at |east that every President who was el ected,
has as one of his nmmjor foreign policy objectives, is to
secure an arns control agreenment. Sone are nore superficial
than real, but there is this constant effort, as we have to
maintain it. And that was when we were in conflict with the
Russi ans and, the Soviets rather, and the United States.

| still think we need a vigorous arns control effort,
which | don't see being pronoted anywhere. And | just
wonder, | will start with Professor Bracken and go around
t he table.

Dr. Bracken: Yes, | absolutely agree with that. And
for one thing, and it is sonething that Congress can do
sonet hing about, is there is no arns control | obby inside
the United States Governnment. W abolished the Arns Control
and D sar manent Agency, which was a very val uabl e source of
i deas and i nnovati on.

But you are right, the problemtoday is the arns
control concepts are ideal for the Cold War, but not for the
second nucl ear age that we are in. It has to be nultipolar

now, all right.
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| can guarantee you, | nean, you can say all you want
that China won't join this. Chinais very attentive to sone
arns-control issues, but it affects their security. And we
can start dialogues. W could start the framework for that.

And if | had to say one thing the United States needs
nore desperately than anything else, it is a political and
noral justification for our defense progranms, which today,
have only a mlitary rationale. Wen we keep the pledge to
use nucl ear weapons first and we don't declare no-first-use,
we are painting in big, 10-foot-high, red letters, nuclear
weapons are really, really useful. W are using themand we
are not building up conventional forces, as we should. You
mght try them other countries. And they are, North Korea,
Paki st an.

I will just say one nore thing. W are going, in 10
years, we are going to have a world chockabl ock wi th nucl ear
weapons where we expect to be fighting in Asia or against
Russia, and | don't think we have really taken that into
account, that North Korea could have 150 nucl ear weapons,
Paki stan coul d have 300. It is going to be a different
wor | d.

Chairman Reed: M. Mller, and then | wll conme down
to the General and M. Roberts.

M. MIller: Thank you, Senator

Three things very quickly. One, | don't think
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countries proliferate because we have nucl ear weapons; they
proliferate because they want to dom nate the region or
because one of their regional adversaries has nucl ear
weapons or they want to deter U. S. conventional forces, |ike
Nor t h Kor ea.

Now, second, the problemw th arnms control is that we,
Anericans, always |ook at these things in an altruistic
manner and the Soviets and now the Russians look at it in a
very transactional manner, and we didn't have anything to
trade, with regard to getting our arnms around their short-
range nucl ear weapons.

I think that is essential. | think we need to get an
arms control agreenent about that. |If there is a war in
Europe, that is where things are going to start, we need to
get our hands around that threat to our NATO allies, their
nucl ear weapons of shorter range.

And, finally, we don't have an honest partner. The
Russi ans have broken eight different arns-control agreenents
and accords that we had with them during the 1980s and
1990s. And so, | nean, we are not going to reform Russian
behavi or, but we have to go into this thing with a very
cl ear-eyed view of whom we are playing wth.

Chai rman Reed: General ?

CGeneral Kehler: | think we have gotten the benefit out

of arns control. |If you just | ook at the sheer nunbers of
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weapons that were deployed in the Cold War and those that
wer e depl oyed today and the process it took to get there, |
think we had a successful process. | think that process
benefited us in other ways. It was a dialogue. | think we
| earned a | ot about what the Soviet Union and the Russians
wer e doi ng; what they thought, how they felt, and vice-
versa. | think that helps a |ot.

However, | don't believe arnms control at all costs.
do agree with Professor Bracken's point that arns contro
has to fit the Twenty-First Century. There are new things
out there today that have to be included and | don't think
they are of any value if they are not verifiable and the
ot her partner decides to cheat.

But | still think there has been benefit out of it and
| would like to see us have a process, at least, with a
m ndset that the objective here is to make us nore secure,
not to just have arnms control for the sake of arnms control.

Chai rman Reed: M. Roberts, please.

Dr. Roberts: | think all three of the main actors from
an arnms-control perspective, the United States, Russia, and
China, believe at this nonment in the nultipolar,
mul ti domai n, conplex world that conpetition serves their
I nterests nore than cooperation in these areas. The case
for Russia and China has al ready been made.

Let me just say froma U S. perspective, we have
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decided to conpete in our strategic posture with North
Korea. W have sought to put our mssile-defense posture to
stay ahead of the North Korean missile threat and to devel op
conventional strike capabilities that allow us to reenforce
t hat posture, and we are not ready to give up that
conpetition, because North Korea continues to grow and
present a growing threat to the United States.

It is difficult to conme to nutual agreenent about
normal i zing a conpetitive relationship when the nmain
contenders all believe they have sonething to gain from
conpetition.

Chai rman Reed: Thank you.

Just a comment, | think, as the General pointed out,
there were sone benefits just to the process of talking.
You get a sense of where they m ght be going. You also
m ght have had an indication of a change in nood; i.e., that
they are planning sonething or sonething is going wong.
And | concur with the conplexity that all you gentl enmen have
stated, but it mght nake sense to start, at least, with the
maj or players, Russia, China, and the United States, and see
if there is something there. | think, otherwi se, we are
m ssing an opportunity. Thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairnman.

Senat or King: Thank you, Senator.

Senat or Tubervill e?
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Senator Tuberville: Thank you, M. Chairmnan.

Thank you, guys, for being here today. You know,
Al abama is proud to be the mssile defense host agency and
arsenal .

It is concerning to ne that after going around
canpai gning the last two years and going to Huntsville quite

a bit, that | keep going to these places and we are the only

ones that don't have a hypersonic mssile. It is concerning
every time | go there. | knowit is on the drawi ng board,
but you know how that is. Last week, you know, | shared ny

concern with Admral Richard about Russia and China
out paci ng us.

General Kehler, if the U S. were to sacrifice nuclear
noderni zation, in order to focus on conventi onal
noder ni zati on, what effect do you believe that this would
have on the long-term U S. conpetitive relationship with
Russi a and Chi na?

General Kehler: Senator, | have never believed that we
shoul d put conventional and nucl ear noderni zation in
conpetition with one another inside the Departnent of
Defense. | think both of these are essential because the
foundati on of our deterrent is nuclear weapons, but they are
not the only bricks in the wall. And so, without a strong
conventional force, without the ability to project power,

W thout the ability to match up, conventionally, then I
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think we are in a far different place.

| believe that priority-wise, it is very inportant for
us to prioritize nuclear nodernization at this point, but |
think we can't ignore the conventional forces either. And I
think that sonetines we pit ourselves agai nst ourselves
here, and | woul d encourage us not to do that.

And by the way, | think this is affordable. | think
the United States of Anmerica can afford this.

Senator Tuberville: Thank you.

Dr. Roberts, do you believe that if the U S were to
maj orly di sarm our nuclear capabilities that China and
Russi a woul d do the sanme?

Dr. Roberts: Not a chance.

Senat or Tuberville: Thank you. That is what |
t hought .

Dr. Bracken, what chall enges does the U S. face with
Chi na and Russia continuing to nodernize their nucl ear
capabilities?

Dr. Bracken: Well, I think we face i mense chal | enges
I f they continue to nodernize their nuclear capabilities.
Let me just give a couple of exanples.

It | ooks increasingly likely that there will be
br eakt hroughs i n anti-subnmarine warfare agai nst our nucl ear
weapon-carrying submarines. | amreferring for robot

trailing submarines when they | eave port. And 10 years down
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t he road, sonething |ike quantum conputing, getting into
guantum ASW highly technical. But it puts a threat on the
submarines that we haven't seen, like, forever in the past
before. So, | think it would be a really bad idea to give
up the 1CBM 1l eg of the Triad.

The big thing with the future is going to be tracking
nobil e targets. That includes nucl ear weapons.

You nentioned hypersonic mssiles. The reason they are
interesting in this scenario i s because they could get on
the target very quickly before it noves out of range.

Senat or Tuberville: Thank you.

M. MIler, do you believe that any of the | egs of the
nucl ear Triad are unnecessary?

M. MIler: No, sir. | think the Triad has had a
mutual ly reinforcing effect since the 1960s and | think we
need to stay wth that.

Senator Tuberville: Thank you.

Nucl ear-powered mssiles, is that going to in the
forefront in the future, anybody?

M. MIller: Russians have tried it with disastrous
effects. It is aterrible idea.

Senat or Tuberville: Anybody el se?

Dr. Bracken: Yeah, they are really heavy and it is
really inefficient.

Senator Tuberville: Thank you, M. Chairman.
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Senator King: Senator Rosen, via Wbex.

Senat or Rosen: Well, thank you, Chairman King and
Ranki ng Menber Fischer, for holding this hearing for our
W t nesses bei ng here today.

I want to talk a little bit about cybersecurity. O
course it is so inportant, and the nuclear command, control,
and comuni cati ons or NC3, the systens of the United States,
we are all connected. W are a network of communi cati ons
t hrough data processing systens, and this potential really
| eaves us, and | don't have to tell you, open to, vulnerable
to cyberattacks.

So, to all of the wtnesses here, how concerned are you
that the strategic rivals of the United States may try to
infiltrate and harmthe U S. nuclear infrastructure and how
do you think we can, what can we do to neke oursel ves nore
resilient against these cyber threats?

And | guess we can start with M. Mller.

M. MIller: Senator, let ne defer to General Kehler.
| think --

Senat or Rosen: Thank you. Sorry. | can't see
everyone on ny screen, so | amjust trying the first face
t hat popped up.

Ceneral, please.

Ceneral Kehler: WIlIl, Senator, this is General Kehler.

And | would say, first of all, we have every right to be
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concerned about cyber intrusions. And you can't pick up any
news feed of any kind, whether it is witten, or in your
handhel d, or whatever you get it fromthese days, you can't
find any feed that doesn't tal k something about cyberspace
every day. And so, | think the world that we live inis a
wor |l d where we have relied on our networks and those

net wor ks have vulnerabilities.

W need to nmake sure that as we both, upgrade the
current nucl ear command and control system and there are
some upgrades that are required, as we think about what is
next, we need to take cybersecurity to the forefront of the
requi renents. And | believe fromother work that | do since
| have been retired, that that is the m ndset inside the
Departnment of Defense. | know that they have given, after |
| eft STRATCOM STRATCOM got the responsibility to have cyber
protection wapped into the nuclear conmand and control

comruni cati ons system which is now under STRATCOM s

pur vi ew.
So, | think that was a positive nove. | do think we
have every right to be concerned. | don't think this is one

where we could ever slap the table and say we are done. |
think this is an ongoing problemand | think that our system
has to be able to be effective and resilient not by
defeating the entire cyberthreat but acting in spite of the

cybert hreat.
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Senator Rosen: | think you are exactly right. | have
some bills going forward to try to increase our cyber
wor kf orce, create a cyber reserve force for the mlitary.

| appreciate that. | just have a few mnutes left, so
| am actually going to nove quickly over to tal k about the
Nevada National Security Site, because in 1993, Congress
created a stockpile stewardship programand that is a
sci ence- based programthat ensures the m ssion-critica
readi ness and reliability of the nation's nuclear stockpile.

Congress taxed the NNSA with ensuring that the nucl ear
weapons stockpile is safe, secure, and reliable, wthout the
use of underground nuclear testing. So, sone critical
tests, physics experinents are conducted, of course, in
Nevada at our national security site, and this has reduced
the need for expl osive testing.

W want to prevent a resunption of explosive nuclear
testing at all, but certainly w thout our approval, Senator
Cortez Masto and | have sone legislation for that.

But Dr. Roberts, could you speak quickly to the
| mportance of the Nevada National Security Site to the
nation and to the stewardship of our nucl ear stockpile.

Dr. Roberts: Thank you, Senator.

I would like to be clear that | am here participating
in ny private capacity, and not to represent the | aboratory

or NNSA, but | do have a view on the subject, which is that
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the test site is essential. The national security site is
essential to nmaintaining our confidence and the credibility
and effectiveness of our arsenal, and it provides other
benefits to the nation, in terns of preparedness for the
nucl ear terrorismscenario that worries you, Senator King,

t hat provides sone verification, technology work on arns
control.

But to its core function of maintaining and ability to
return to testing at sone point in the future, this is an
essential conponent of having a hedge agai nst a changi ng
world. W have been fairly confident on a bipartisan basis
that for the period since the end of the Cold War, we coul d
reduce rol es, nunbers, functions, et cetera. But that has
been because of our view of the security environnent.

But our view of the security environnent has changed
radically in the decade since | was in the Pentagon and it
Is quite possible that future | eadership will determ ne that
sone new testing is required, some new capabilities are
requi red, and for that, we have to maintain sone capacity to
exerci se those skills. So, | am-- back to you.

Senator Rosen: OCh, well, thank you for that. | still
woul d argue that subcritical and physicists experinents that
we are able to do at the Nevada National Security Site. W
have advances in nuclear nmatter. They do reduce the need

and m ght possibly elimnate the need for expl osive testing,
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and we can still do that while ensuring the safety of our
nucl ear stockpil e.

| see ny tine has expired, M. Chairman. | vyield back.

Senator King: W are going to have a second round
bet ween Senator Fischer and | for several questions.

| guess the short way to answer this question is,
shoul d one person in the United States have the sole
authority to unl eash what could be the end of civilization?
Do we need to think about how our chain of command works?

And | think, CGeneral Kehler, you said it is fine. W
want to keep it the way it is.

But | just want to pose that question. That is a
guestion that | get fromny constituents is, you nmean one
person has this sol e decision?

M. Bracken, your thoughts? Should we be thinking
about, for exanple, the decision to |aunch should be the
Presi dent, the Speaker of the House, and the Chief Justice
of the Suprene Court, two out of three, and | understand
time constraints and all those kinds of things, but the
alternative is, one person with this enornous
responsibility.

Dr. Bracken: | think in energency conditions, it
al nost has to be one person making that deci sion.

But et ne go back to an earlier set of distinctions

bet ween decl aratory policy, real policy, and operational
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policy. STRATCOM wor ks on operational policy with guidance
fromthe declaratory policy. The real policy could be quite
different and has been, historically, in the Cold War. W
see huge differences of what the President said in top-
secret instructions to the Pentagon than what they did in
practi ce.

In the Cuban Mssile Crisis, President Kennedy
threatened all-out retaliation against the Soviet Union
after earlier in the week, he had signed a set of doctrines
whi ch broke up into small packages, the nuclear strike
force. So we really need to | ook at both, things that,
really, the President would do.

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, who | have spoken
to a lot about this and his relationship wth JFK and LBJ --

Senator King: And the Cuban Mssile Crisis.

Dr. Bracken: -- and the Cuban Mssile Crisis, had an
oral understanding with the presidents, both of themthat,
in the event of a nmassive attack on the United States, that
they would do nothing for 2 or 3 days to see what woul d
happen. W had enough forces at that tine to retaliate to
destroy the Soviet Union entirely.

So, there are a ot of interesting cases in here with
this framework of what you declare, even though it m ght be
top secret, and what a real President would do. | amof the

view that no President would ever authorize | aunch on
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warning. | don't care if you can get the head of the Ar
Force intelligence in here to say otherwise. | just don't
believe it.

Senator King: M. MIller, do you have any thoughts on
this question?

M. MIller: | think the current system works. Having
wor ked at the Pentagon in these areas for 22 years and then
4 years in the Wite House, every tinme | talked with the
Secretary of Defense or the President of the United States
about these issues, it was always with, they would treat it
Wi th the nost extrene gravity and understood the risks.

I don't understand how you cone up with a triunvirate
or sone panel to vote. And | think that an adversary woul d
exploit every opportunity to try to disrupt that
conferencing and, thereby, to prevent a U S. second stri ke.

And | personally, | nean, one can tal k about historical
recol | ections and rem nisces, if an eneny hit us with the
first strike and said, if you cone back at us because you
are not shooting, if you cone back at us, we are going to
destroy you utterly in 3 days, that is a very difficult
scenario for a President.

So, it is not the best systemin the world, but | can't
t hi nk of what the best systemis, Senator King.

Senator King: Ceneral, do you have any thoughts on

nucl ear command and control ?
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CGCeneral Kehler: Yes, sir. First of all, I think that
there are a couple of things that are really inportant when
we are tal king about nuclear weapons. One is clarity of
command. W have to understand clearly who is in charge,
and the United States has decided to put the authority in
t he hands of the nation's senior-nost elected official.

I think this absolutely has to be civilian control. No
guestion in ny mnd. And it seens to ne, as though that is
the place where this belongs, for clarity of conmand.

And t hen second, we have to be able to nmeet the tinme
demands of a wide variety of scenarios. It isn't just the
time urgent, both out of the blue, which | agree is the
| east |likely of the things that we would face, but it is an
entire range of things.

And so, | think there are two issues here for you to
consider. One is the authority of the conmmander in chief,
any conmander in chief to order the use of mlitary force,
in this case, nuclear force. That question is a question
been the Legislative and the Executive branches. How nuch
authority wll they command or --

Senator King: Renenber, the Constitution bestows the
power to declare war on Congress.

Ceneral Kehler: Absolutely. And so, the question
about, you know, when does a President have to cone to

Congress, that is your turf. That is sonmething that you and
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t he Executive Branch have to go and work out.

The second question, though, is about the decision
process itself and what are the safeguards in the decision
process. And so, can you have assurance that there are
sufficient safeguards in there, that there can't be sone
m st ake or accident or sonmething fromthe sole authority
here or even sone nefarious activity, all of which I think
is extrenely unlikely. So, having said that, are there
safeguards in the process that prevent that?

My belief is, yes, there are. Sone are congressional
safeguards. The Twenty-Fifth Arendnent and ot her things --

Senator King: Another is the |egal order safeguard.

CGeneral Kehler: Another is the |egal order safeguard
at the very end. And so, adding people to the decision at
the top as go, no-go authorities doesn't necessarily give
you the kind of safeguard you are | ooking for.

If it is the Vice President, what if it is a like-

m nded Vice President? If it is a Secretary of Defense,

what if it is a presidential appointee unconfirmed by the

Senate? |If it is sonebody else, if it is the Speaker of the

House, you know, sonmewhere along the line here you are
addi ng conplexity --

Senat or King: Sure.

General Kehler: -- you are introducing confusion. You

are suggesting that there would be delay or, perhaps, a

53
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paral ysis. And, to nme, as a conmander, | would be very
concerned about those kinds of problens seeping into the
nucl ear conmand and control business.

Senator King: M. Mller?

| think your m crophone needs, or you need to get
cl oser.

Dr. Roberts, any thought on the subject of command and
control ?

Dr. Roberts: No. | could add conments, but ny
t hi nki ng dovetails with what you have heard.

Senat or King: Thank you.

Senator Fi scher?

Senat or Fischer: Thank you, Senator King.

You know, | amsitting here reflecting on the tone of
this hearing. | have served on this subcommttee since |
have been in the United States Senate. | have been ranking

menber and chai rman and ranking nmenber and | think this is
one hearing that not only is so very informative, but also,
real |l y enphasi zes the changes that we have seen just in the
past several years on the threats that we face when we start
t al ki ng about our nucl ear arsenal and the needs for
noder ni zati on and | ooking at the aging of our platforns and
what we have to do there. So, | thank you, Senator King,
for your seriousness in this conmttee, as well as our other

comm ttee nenbers.
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CGeneral Kehler, the ICBMforce is often described as
being on a hair-trigger alert. |Is that an accurate
characteri zation and what concerns woul d you have about
attenpting to reduce the alert status of our |CBMs?

General Kehler: Senator, there is no U S. nuclear
weapon on a hair trigger. |1CBMs are not on a hair trigger.
Submarines are not on a hair trigger. |If bonbers were on
alert, they are not on a hair trigger.

At the end of the conversation, this is a human control
process. Not hing happens automatically. Human beings are
i nvol ved at every step of the way and we put great trust and
confidence in training in those human bei ngs.

There are | ayers of safeguards that surround all of
t hese weapons, and as saf eguards go, the | CBMs probably have
the nost of the safeguards that are out there in the system
That is not to dimnish the safeguards anywhere el se, but
the | CBMs were designed to be as full-proof as human bei ngs
coul d make sonething, so | have the ultimte confidence in
all of that.

The issue about hair triggers stens fromthis use-or-
| ose concern that existed in the Cold War when peopl e said
t he Russians could successfully attack the | CBM force and
destroy it on the ground, therefore, the United States was
faced wth a use-or-lose kind of decision. And that was

taken seriously inside the Departnent of Defense and,
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certainly, for nmuch of the Cold War, that scenario dom nated
our thinking and our pl anning.

That is no longer the case. So, one thing is we have
backed away fromthis sense of urgency that existed in the
hei ght of the Cold War when we thought we could go to war
Wi th the Russians at any nonent. | think the world
situation has dictated sonething different and |I think part
of the second nuclear age is a different world scenario that
surrounds all these.

Second, we did a lot to address the use-or-I|ose
concern, one of which was, download the ICBMs to single
war heads, which makes thema | ess attractive target. W
have al so i nproved our warning systens to give oursel ves
nore warning tine up front with higher confidence. W have
tried to keep our command and control up to date, et cetera,
et cetera, et cetera. OQur plans are different today. W
have put nobst of our weapons in survivable platforms; that
I's, those submari nes.

So, | think this notion of use or |ose and any pressure
t hat m ght have been felt about use or |ose that concerned
peopl e about hair triggers and the I1CBMs is no | onger the
dom nating factor here.

Senat or Fischer: Chairnman Reed brought up about
treaties and | think nost of us support the idea of

treaties, but | would ask if any of you woul d support any
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kind of unilateral reductions of our forces in any kind of
treaty setting as a condition, at any tine at all.

M. Mller?

M. MIller: Senator, | would not, because --

Senator King: Your mcrophone is not on.

M. MIller: Sorry. | amtechnically challenged.

In the |ate 1980s, President George H W Bush reduced
by about 90 percent, our shorter-range forces, our theater
nucl ear forces, air, land, and sea, and extracted a pl edge
fromfirst, Gorbachev and then Yeltsin, that they would
follow suit. They did not follow suit.

| don't see any reason to believe, as | said before,
the Russians are extrenely transactional. | think that that
sort of a unilateral action would just indicate that we were
backi ng away from deterrence.

Senator Fischer: kay. Ceneral Kehler, any views?

CGeneral Kehler: | agree.

Senator Fischer: Okay. Dr. Bracken?

Dr. Bracken: | would say, no, | don't envision any and
| would flip the question. The best way to | ower the
probability of nuclear war is to nodernize the U S. force.

Senat or Fischer: Thank you. Dr. Roberts?

Dr. Roberts, include in your answer, | thought your
comrent about China would not participate in a treaty, that

Is the way | understood it, can you explain why you think
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that way. | agree with you. | want to see if our reasons
are the sane.

Dr. Roberts: WIlIl, the Chinese see arns control as a
trick. It is atrick to drawtheminto a conpetitive 1980s,
U S -Soviet arnms race where we cone wWth the expectation
that they will spend their way to oblivion.

And they have insisted they don't have a nucl ear
relationship with the United States. W talk about the

U.S. -China nuclear relationship, they reject that. They

say, we have our bonbs in the basenent. |If we have a war,
then we w il have a nucl ear relationship.
But they are not wlling to enbrace the idea that there

Is arelationship with instabilities in it that needs to be
managed. They see arns control as a way to ensnare them
into a conpetitive relationship that they reject. And they
see arns control as obliging themto engage in forns of
transparency that they find not just unconfortable, but
dangerous. Their tradition of thinking about transparency
is that the obligation for transparency falls unevenly onto
two partners. It falls unevenly onto the stronger partner,
because it is the stronger one who can harmthe weaker one
wi th sone hidden intent. So, they reject the transparency.
So, for exanple, an idea that we discussed in the Cbhana
era was to, we considered the possibility of inviting China

to serve as an observer to New START i npl enentation
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activities, possibly one of many observers. And this was
comng too close to setting an expectation that they m ght
be obliged to accept sone transparency at a future tine.
So, no restraint, no formal negotiated, verifiable, arns
control neasures w th China.

Senator Fischer: kay. Thank you.

Thank you, gentlenen, and thank you, M. Chairnan.

Senator King: Thank you, Senator Fischer.

| want to thank all of you. The reason | wanted to
have this hearing is that we are now a full generation
beyond the end of the Cold War and those of us who |ived
t hrough that period renmenber nuclear deterrence. W
remenber the tension and the relationship and the inportance
of having a nuclear deterrent.

And | think we need to rem nd ourselves today that it
Is still relevant. It is still inmportant. And | think we
need to realize that there are many people who really are
scratching their heads and sayi ng, why do we have these
bonbs, why are we doing this? So, | think that is what is
SO i nportant.

M. Bracken, | wote, the best way to avoid a nucl ear
war is to nodernize our nuclear force. | think that is a
very profound statenent, and, to ne, sunmarizes the
testi nony that we have heard today.

| do have a bit of honework for the four of you and
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t hose who may be watching, and that is, | would |ike your
t houghts on how do we deal with the threat of a terrorist
com ng i nto possession of a nucl ear weapon, because
deterrence in that situation is not going to be effective.
s it better intelligence? |Is the nonproliferation? 1Is it
wor ki ng with sone of our nuclear rivals?
No one has an interest in terrorists getting control of
a weapon like this. So, | hope you will supply the
commttee with sone further thoughts on that subject.
Again, | thank you all for your testinony. Thank you
for joining us today, and | appreciate your continued
I nterest and work on these critically inportant subjects.
| would like to thank Senator Fischer and | | ook
forward to continuing to work with her on this nost
| nportant strategic policy of the United States of Anerica.
Wth that, the hearing is closed.

[ Wher eupon, at 5:50 p.m, the hearing was adjourned.]
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