S. HrG. 111-738

THE NEW START TREATY
(TREATY DOC. 111-5)

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
UNITED STATES SENATE

ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

APRIL 29, MAY 18, 19, 25, JUNE 10, 15, 16, 24, AND JULY 15, 2010

Printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Relations

&R

Available via the World Wide Web: http:/www.gpoaccess.gov/congress/index.html



THE NEW START TREATY (TREATY DOC. 111-5)



S. HrG. 111-738

THE NEW START TREATY
(TREATY DOC. 111-5)

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
UNITED STATES SENATE

ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION
APRIL 29, MAY 18, 19, 25, JUNE 10, 15, 16, 24, AND JULY 15, 2010

Printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Relations

&R

Available via the World Wide Web: http:/www.gpoaccess.gov/congress/index.html

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
62-467 PDF WASHINGTON : 2010

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office,
http://bookstore.gpo.gov. For more information, contact the GPO Customer Contact Center,
U.S. Government Printing Office. Phone 202-512-1800, or 866-512-1800 (toll-free). E-mail, gpo@custhelp.com.



COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
JOHN F. KERRY, Massachusetts, Chairman

CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, Connecticut RICHARD G. LUGAR, Indiana
RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD, Wisconsin BOB CORKER, Tennessee
BARBARA BOXER, California JOHNNY ISAKSON, Georgia
ROBERT MENENDEZ, New Jersey JAMES E. RISCH, Idaho
BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, Maryland JIM DEMINT, South Carolina
ROBERT P. CASEY, JRr., Pennsylvania JOHN BARRASSO, Wyoming
JIM WEBB, Virginia ROGER F. WICKER, Mississippi
JEANNE SHAHEEN, New Hampshire JAMES M. INHOFE, Oklahoma

EDWARD E. KAUFMAN, Delaware
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, New York

DaviD McKean, Staff Director
KENNETH A. MYERS, JR., Republican Staff Director

(€89}



CONTENTS

Thursday, April 29, 2010

THE HISTORICAL AND MODERN CONTEXT FOR
U.S.-RUSSIAN ARMS CONTROL

Page
Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 1
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 3
Schlesinger, Hon. James R., PH.D., former Secretary of Defense, former Sec-
retary of Energy, former Director of Central Intelligence, Chairman of
the Board, MITRE Corporation, McLean, VA ........cccccceoiireiiieeecieeeceeeeeieeeees 5
Prepared statement ..........cccooociiiiiiiiiii e 7
Perry, Hon. William J., Former Secretary of Defense, Michael and Barbara
Berberian Professor, Center for International Security and Cooperation,
Stanford University, Stanford, CA 9
Prepared statement ..........cccooociiiiiiiiii e 10

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

Responses of Dr. James Schlesinger to Questions Submitted by Senator
T Y ettt ettt et e et e ettt e e et e e e eabte e e ataeas 30

Responses of Dr. James Schlesinger to Questions Submitted by Senator Risch 31
Tuesday, May 18, 2010
THE NEW START TREATY

Page

Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 33

Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 35
Clinton, Hon. Hillary, Secretary of State, Department of State, Washington

DO ettt ettt e b et e et e et e e bt e nb e e bt e snbeenneas 37

Prepared statement 41

Gates, Hon. Robert, Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense, Wash-
§80Y=3 7703 o TR R USRS 43

Prepared statement .... 46
Mullen, Admiral Michael, USN, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington,
DO ettt ettt ettt e a et e bt et e ae e ae et e be et eaes 48
Prepared Statement ..........ccccooiiiiiiieiiiiiie s 49
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
Responses of Secretary Gates, Admiral Mullen, and Secretary Clinton to
Questions Submitted by Senator Lugar ...........cccccoeeeviiieeiciieeeciee e 77
Response of Secretary Gates, Admiral Mullen, and Secretary Clinton to Ques-
tion Submitted by Senator WicKer ........ccccccceeeiiiieiiieeciee e ecvee e e eeve e 84
Responses of Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen to Questions Submitted
by Senator LUZAT ....c.ccoceeeiiiieiee ettt eee e et e et e e e ta e e e re e e ane e e nnes 84
Responses of Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen to Questions Submitted
by Senator Barrass0 ........ccccccccveeeeiieeeiieececiee e e sereeeesre e s treeestaeeesereeeeaneeennnes 88
Responses of Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen to Questions Submitted
DY Senator WICKET ........cccciiieiiiiicieeecieeeeiee et te e esve e e eree e s aa e e e eseeeseneeennnns 90



v

Page
Responses of Secretary Gates and Secretary Clinton to Questions Submitted
by Senator Barrasso .......cccocieiiieiiiniieiiieeeeie ettt 96
Responses of Secretary Gates and Secretary Clinton to Questions Submitted
DY Senator WICKET ......ccccceviiiiiiiiiiieiieeieete ettt ettt ettt seeas 99
Responses of Secretary Gates to Questions Submitted by Senator Lugar .......... 99
Responses of Secretary Gates to Questions Submitted by Senator DeMint ....... 105
Responses of Secretary Gates to Questions Submitted by Senator Barrasso ..... 106
Responses of Secretary Gates to Questions Submitted by Senator Wicker ........ 108
Responses of Secretary Gates to Questions Submitted by Senator Inhofe ......... 110
Responses of Admiral Mullen to Questions Submitted by Senator DeMint ....... 112
Responses of Secretary Clinton to Questions Submitted by Senator Lugar ....... 113
Responses of Secretary Clinton to Questions Submitted by Senator DeMint .... 121
Responses of Secretary Clinton to Questions Submitted by Senator Wicker ..... 123
Responses of Secretary Clinton to Questions Submitted by Senator Inhofe ...... 128
Wednesday, May 19, 2010
THE HISTORY AND LESSONS OF START Page
Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 135
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 137
Baker, James A., III, Former Secretary of State, Former Secretary of the
Treasury, senior partner, Baker Botts LLP, Houston, TX ........ccccocvviiiinnnnnne. 138
Prepared statement ..........c.cocociieeiiiiiiiecee e 142
Wednesday, May 19, 2010
THE ROLE OF STRATEGIC ARMS CONTROL IN
A POST-COLD-WAR WORLD Page
Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 163
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 165
Kissinger, Hon. Henry, Former Secretary of State, Kissinger Associates, New
Y OTK, INY oo e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e taaaaeeeeeeennnraaeeeeennnnrees 167
Prepared statement 169
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
Prepared Statement of Hon. Russell D. Feingold, U.S. Senator from Wis-
COMSITL  cenitiieeiieeeeiite e ettt e ettt e e ettt e ettt e e bt e e e e bt e e e ar e e e e beeeeeabeeeeambaeesabreeesaseeessmsaeeennraees 187
Responses of Dr. Henry Kissinger to Questions Submitted by Senator Fein-
F=(0) L E OO US PSPPI 187
Thursday, June 10, 2010
STRATEGIC ARMS CONTROL AND NATIONAL SECURITY Page
Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 189
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 191
Scowcroft, LTG Brent, USAF (Ret.), President, The Scowcroft Group, Wash-
INGEOMN, DIC oottt ettt et neaas 192
Hadley, Hon. Stephen J., Senior Adviser for International Affairs, United
States Institute of Peace, Washington, DC ........ccccceoiiiiiiiniiiiiiniicieeeeeee, 194
Prepared statement ..........c.cocociiieiiiiiiiiecee e 196
Tuesday, June 15, 2010
THE NEGOTIATIONS
Page

Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 213
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 215



v

Page
Gottemoeller, Hon. Rose, Assistant Secretary of State for Verification, Compli-
ance, and Implementation, Chief U.S. Negotiator in Post-START Negotia-
tions, Department of State, Washington, DC ........ccccoeoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiieeieeee 217
Prepared Statement ..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiieie s 219
Warner, Dr. Edward L., III, Secretary of Defense Representative to Post-
New START Negotiations, Department of Defense, Washington, DC ............. 222
Prepared statement ..........c.cooccvieeiiiieiiecee e 225
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
Reponses of Assistant Secretary Rose Gottemoeller and Dr. Edward L. War-
ner IIT to Questions Submitted by Senator Lugar .........ccccccvveiiiiiiieirnieeennnen. 244
Reponses of Assistant Secretary Rose Gottemoeller to Questions Submitted
by Senator LUZAr ......cccooiiiiiiiiiiie e 244
Reponses of Assistant Secretary Rose Gottemoeller and Dr. Edward L. War-
ner IIT to Questions Submitted by Senator Barrasso .........cccccccevveveevicneeennnen. 258
Reponses of Dr. Edward L. Warner III to Questions Submitted by Senator
BArTasS0 .eeooiiiieie et et 264
Wednesday, June 16, 2010
VIEWS FROM THE PENTAGON Page
Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 267
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 269
Miller, Dr. James N., Jr., Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy,
Department of Defense, Washington, DC .........ccccovvieiiiiieiiiieciee e 279
Prepared statement ..........cccoooviiiiiiiiiiie e 273
Chilton, GEN Kevin P., USAF, Commander, United States Strategic Com-
mand, Offutt Air Force Base, NE .....cccccoeoiiiiiiiiieeee e 276
Prepared Statement ..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 278

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

Reponses of GEN Kevin P. Chilton to Questions Submitted by Senator Lugar 297
Reponses of Hon. James N. Miller, Jr., to Questions Submitted by Senator

FeiNGOld  ..eoieeeieie ettt ettt ettt e abe e 298
Reponses of LTG Patrick J. O’Reilly to Questions Submitted by Senator
FeiNGOld  ..ooieeeieieee ettt sttt et eaas 299

Reponses of GEN Kevin P. Chilton to Questions Submitted by Senator Risch . 299
Reponses of Hon. James N. Miller, Jr., to Questions Submitted by Senator

RISCRL ettt ettt e e b e n e e s e neeneenes 305
Reponses of LTG Patrick J. O’Reilly to Questions Submitted by Senator
RISCRL ettt ettt et e ne et e neeneenes 309

Thursday, June 24, 2010
IMPLEMENTATION—INSPECTIONS AND ASSISTANCE

Page

Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 313

Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 316
Miller, Dr. James N., Jr., Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy,

Department of Defense, Washington, DC ..........cociiiiiiiiiiniiiiiieccceceeeee, 318

Prepared statement ..........cccoociiieiiiiiiiecee e 320

Myers, Kenneth A., III, director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency and direc-
tor, U.S. Strategic Command Center for Combatting Weapons of Mass
Destruction, Fort Belvoir, VA ..ot 322

Prepared statement ..........cccoociiieiiiiiiiecee e 326



VI

Page
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
Extract from Politico Submitted by Senator Lugar .........ccccccoevvvviviiiiiniiieennneenn. 349
Thursday, June 24, 2010

BENEFITS AND RISKS Page

Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 351
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 353
Inhofe, Hon. James M., U.S. Senator from Oklahoma, opening statement ........ 354

Joseph, Hon. Robert G., senior scholar, National Institute for Public Policy,
Fairfax, VA oottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaraaaa e s
Prepared statement
Edelman, Hon. Eric S., distinguished fellow, Center for Strategic and Budg-
etary Assessments, visiting scholar, Philip Merrill Center for Strategic
Studies, Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Stud-
ies, Washington, DC
Prepared statement

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

Statement from the Partnership for A Secure America .......cccccoeveiveevviieencveennns 388
Thursday, July 15, 2010

MAINTAINING A SAFE, SECURE, AND EFFECTIVE
NUCLEAR ARSENAL

Page
Kerry, Hon. John F., U.S. Senator from Massachusetts, opening statement ..... 391
Statement for the record submitted by Ambassador F. Brooks ..........cccccceeuveennns 393
Lugar, Hon. Richard G., U.S. Senator from Indiana, opening statement ........... 396
Anastasio, Dr. Michael R., director, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
ALAMOS, NIM oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e taaeaaeeeeenaaraees 398
Prepared Statement ..........coccooiiiiiiiiiiiii s 399
Miller, Dr. George H., director, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
Livermore, CA .......... 406
Prepared statement 408
Hommert, Dr. Paul J., director, Sandia National Laboratories, Albuquerque,
N e e et e et e e et e e e be e e aae e e rrae e e abee e e taeeeentaeearaeeeaareenannes 416
Prepared Statement ..........coccooiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 417
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD
Responses of Dr. George Miller to Questions Submitted by Senator Casey ....... 439

Responses of Dr. Michael Anastasio to Questions Submitted by Senator
CABSEY  wevvveeiieeiienite et e et e it e ettt e bt e steestte et e e tbeenbee e et e e bt e e abe e bt e eabeeeabeeabeeasbeeaeesaseenseas 440



THE HISTORICAL AND MODERN CONTEXT
FOR U.S.-RUSSIAN ARMS CONTROL

THURSDAY, APRIL 29, 2010

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:37 p.m., in room
SD—419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John Kerry (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Kerry, Feingold, Casey, Shaheen, Lugar,
Isakson, Risch, Barrasso, and Wicker.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN KERRY,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing will come to order. Thank you all
for coming. This afternoon we begin a series of hearings on the
New START Treaty. In the coming weeks administration witnesses
and outside experts from across the political spectrum will testify
about this historic opportunity to reduce the threat posed by
nuclear weapons. An honest and fair discussion will be an impor-
tant part of building the kind of bipartisan support that the treaty
requires and I believe deserves.

This treaty marks a significant step forward for both America
and Russia, and I think the world, because of the marker it sets
with respect to our efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally. It
will cut by nearly a third the maximum number of deployed stra-
tegic warheads. It puts in place a streamlined and effective new
verification regime. Overall, it puts us firmly on the path toward
reducing our reliance on nuclear weapons.

In the weeks and months ahead, we will hear differences of opin-
ion on some of the specifics of the treaty, including missile defense,
telemetry, and ICBMs. Personally, I welcome a thorough explo-
ration of each of these issues. But at the outset I think we have
to focus on a single overarching issue: Does this treaty make us
safer? From everything that I have read and heard so far, the an-
swer to that question is “Yes.” This treaty improves our security
because it increases certainty, stability, and transparency in the
two countries that together hold 95 percent of the world’s nuclear
weapons, and it does so while retaining for America the flexibility
to protect ourselves and our allies in Europe and around the world.

Day by day since the START Treaty and its verification meas-
ures expired last December, we have been increasingly losing
crucial visibility into the Russian nuclear program. This new treaty
will restore that visibility, that capacity, and in some ways it will

o))



2

enhance it. The sooner we get that done, the better, because until
then we don’t have a formalized agreement with respect to
verification.

This treaty also strengthens the global nonproliferation regime
that is under threat today. Every step that America takes to honor
our end of the NPT partnership makes it easy for others to partner
with us, both in pressuring an Iran or North Korea to honor their
own commitments and in preventing nuclear terrorism.

This treaty’s benefits extend far beyond nuclear security. When
Presidents Obama and Medvedev signed the accord in Prague ear-
lier this month, they took a major step toward a better United
States-Russian relationship. In the next few weeks we expect for-
mal delivery of the treaty and the accompanying documents, the
annexes, from the administration. That will permit us to get down
to the details.

We already know that some are going to contend, as they always
do, that any negotiated reduction in our nuclear arsenal somehow
endangers our national security. As much as I disagree, Senator
Lugar and I share a determination to work together to conduct a
series of hearings that will explore and answer the full range of
concerns from supporters and skeptics alike.

Next month we will hear from Secretary Clinton and Secretary
Gates and Admiral Mullen. We will hear from the team that spent
a year in the ultimately successful negotiations with the Russians,
and we will hear from the intelligence officials charged with moni-
toring Russia’s strategic forces. We will also hear from Henry Kis-
singer, James Baker, Madeleine Albright, and other officials who,
like today’s witnesses, can provide firsthand knowledge and per-
spective on the history of arms control.

On a matter that’s vital to America’s national security, it’s more
important than ever that we put aside politics and judge this
treaty on its merits. This should not be a partisan issue. Some of
the most important arms control treaties have been negotiated by
Republican Presidents. Remember, it was Ronald Reagan who
began negotiations on the original START Treaty, and George H.W.
Bush completed them. That treaty was approved with the over-
whelming support of Democrats.

In fact, the New START Treaty reflects concerns raised by Sen-
ators during the process as we have met with negotiators on a con-
sistent basis, and it reflects concerns raised by Senators on both
sides of the aisle. This treaty emphasizes verification. It will not in-
hibit our missile defense. It will not prevent us from fielding stra-
tegic conventional weapons. The START and SORT agreements
with Russia were approved by large majorities of both parties, and
I believe that we can do it again this year.

Few people know the history of arms control better than our two
witnesses this afternoon. They have offered trusted strategic advice
to Presidents for over 4 decades, and we are fortunate to have their
guidance at this first hearing, at the outset of this journey. Dr.
James Schlesinger has been called the “former Secretary of Every-
thing.” He has served Presidents Nixon, Ford, and Carter as Chair-
man of the Atomic Energy Commission, Secretary of Defense,
Director of Central Intelligence, Secretary of Energy. He’s been an
important voice of caution regarding the limits of arms control
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agreements as tools of U.S. foreign policy, and we are eager to hear
his thoughts today.

Dr. William Perry served as Secretary of Defense during the
Clinton administration. He’s also, as we know, a long-time pro-
fessor at Stanford University. In 2008 and 2009 Dr. Perry served
as chairman of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic
Posture of the United States, and his vice chairman was James
Schlesinger.

So, gentlemen, welcome back. We’ve sought your guidance in the
past. We're honored by your presence here today and we look for-
ward to your insights as we begin our hearings on the New START
Treaty.

Senator Lugar.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR,
U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator LUGAR. As the chairman pointed out, the committee be-
gins today to hear testimony regarding the New START Treaty and
the historical context of United States-Russian arms control. I join
the chairman in welcoming two very good friends to the committee,
Jim Schlesinger and Bill Perry. They led the commission that
wrote the “Report on America’s Strategic Posture” that was man-
dated by Congress and released in 2009. We look forward both to
their insights from this report and their personal observations
based on decades of arms control and defense policy leadership.

Earlier this month, in Prague, the United States and Russia
signed the new START Treaty. Formal transmission of the treaty
to the Senate for advice and consent is expected in early May.
Nevertheless, we are moving forward now to prepare members of
this committee for action on the new accord and to build a thor-
ough record for the full Senate.

Many Members of the Senate are new to the subject of strategic
arms control. In fact, only 26 Members of today’s Senate were
present in 1992 for debate on the START I Treaty. Only six current
members of the Foreign Relations Committee were Senators when
we dealt with the Moscow Treaty in 2003. Senate consideration of
the New START Treaty is an opportunity, not only to educate the
Senators, but also to engage in a broader public dialogue on the
fundamental questions of United States national security and
diplomacy for all of our Members and for Americans who are wit-
nessing these hearings.

Texts of the treaty and its protocol are available online, including
on my Senate Web site. The treaty annexes, which are completed,
may soon be publicly released. When they are, they will be placed
on my Web site, as well. I look forward to the administration’s pro-
vision of other key documents in the coming weeks, including a
modernization plan for our weapons complex, a National Intel-
ligence Estimate, and a verification assessment.

I support the New START Treaty, and believe that it will
enhance the United States national security. It would reduce stra-
tegic nuclear launchers and warheads and replace the 1991 START
I Treaty that expired last year. Equally important, it will provide
forward momentum to our relationship with Moscow, which is vital
to United States policy goals related to Iran’s nuclear program,
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nuclear nonproliferation, global energy security, and stability in
Eurasia.

Further, because the verification procedures contained in START
I expired last December 5th, without the New START Treaty, the
United States lacks both the ability to carry out on-site inspection
in Russia and the formal consultation mechanisms that monitor
Russia’s strategic nuclear program. It is essential that a verifi-
cation system be in place so that we have a sufficient under-
standing of Russian nuclear forces and achieve a level of trans-
parency that prevents miscalculations.

As our hearing today underscores, the task of evaluating a treaty
requires more than a reading of the text. The administration must
explain in detail how the treaty fits into our defense plans and how
it will affect our relationships with Russia and other nations. Sev-
eral issues are particularly important to address.

First, some Members have expressed concern about provisions in
the New START Treaty that deal with missile defense. START I
acknowledged a link between strategic offensive and strategic de-
fensive systems. The preamble to the New START Treaty similarly
acknowledges this link. But New START also contains limits on the
deployment of U.S. interceptor missiles in existing strategic missile
launchers. The administration must elaborate on how these provi-
sions constitute no constraint on our missile defense plans, as it
claims.

Second, the administration’s Nuclear Posture Review defines a
new, more limited role for nuclear weapons in our military strat-
egy. It also says that new conventional weapons could replace nu-
clear weapons for certain missions. In light of the limits on conven-
tional capabilities in the New START Treaty, the administration
should explain how, and in what specific instances, conventional
capability can replace nuclear capability.

Third, any treaty on strategic nuclear forces will be affected by
continued safety, security, and reliability of our nuclear weapons.
The Obama administration should explain how it plans to ensure
that our weapons will perform their missions over the 10-year life
of the treaty. The administration also must clarify an uncertainty
over whether the Nuclear Posture Review’s new, restrictive proce-
dures for maintaining our industry stockpile will allow experts suf-
ficient flexibility to keep our weapons safe, secure, and reliable.

Fourth, the administration should articulate clearly how it wants
both American and Russian strategic forces to look at the end of
the new treaty’s lifetime. A major goal of the START I and the
START 1II treaties was to move Soviet and Russian strategic sys-
tems away from destabilizing heavy, fixed ICBMs with many war-
heads on them. Today, we have largely achieved this goal. What
are our goals for the future under the New START Treaty?

These are all important questions for our inquiry, but they are
not partisan ones. Arms control treaties have traditionally enjoyed
bipartisan backing. With 67 votes required for ratification, the Sen-
ate approved the START I Treaty in 1992 by a vote of 93 to 6, and
the 1996 START II Treaty by a vote of 87 to 4. The Moscow Treaty,
signed by President Bush and then-President Putin in 2003, was
approved 95 to 0. Since the New START Treaty combines concepts
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from START I and the Moscow Treaty, I believe a thorough and de-
tailed debate can achieve similar levels of support.

We start on this project today. I appreciate especially the chair-
man’s scheduling of this hearing and the opportunity to engage in
a dialogue with our esteemed witnesses.

I thank the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.

Secretary Schlesinger, if you will lead off we would appreciate it.
Your full testimony will be placed in the record as if read if you
would like, and if you want to summarize, or however you wish to
proceed. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, PH.D., FORMER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, FORMER SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
FORMER DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, CHAIR-
MAN OF THE BOARD, MITRE CORPORATION, McLEAN, VA

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar,
Senator Casey, Senator Shaheen. I thank the committee for its in-
vitation to discuss the New START Treaty and its implications.

At the outset I want to make two general points. First, the Sen-
ate will wish to scrutinize the treaty carefully, as it has previous
arms control agreements. This reflects the many changes that have
occurred between START I and New START.

Second and perhaps even more important, as I shall develop, it
will want to examine the treaty in a wider context of overall mili-
tary relationships and our alliance responsibilities. In a way, this
latter aspect is reminiscent of the clue in Sherlock Holmes’ story
of the dog that did not bark. While New START may be acceptable
in the narrow context of strategic weapons, it also needs to be con-
sidered in a much larger context. In particular, as I shall come to
later, it must be viewed in terms of the evolving Russian doctrine
regarding tactical nuclear weapons and their use and on the bal-
ance between Russia’s substantial stockpile of tactical nuclear
weapons, which are not included in this treaty, and strategic
weapons.

As to the stated context of strategic nuclear weapons, the num-
bers specified are quite adequate at the reduced level, in my judg-
ment at least. To have gone further at this time, as some have
urged, would not be prudent.

At the time of the committee review of the Moscow Treaty in
2002, criticism was sharp with respect to the failure to deal with
tactical nuclear weapons, the failure further to reduce MIRVed
missiles, and with respect to verification. Those criticisms—those
questions, I should say, are still relevant today.

On specifics, the committee will wish to review the question of
launchers, why did the United States come down from its preferred
level of 900 to 700, when the Russians were already at this lower
level, and whether or not we got something for this concession. The
main effect of reducing launchers relative to weapons is to reduce
the number of aim points for an attacker, thus hypothetically in-
creasing instability.

Second, a heavy bomber constitutes only one count against the
700-launcher operational limit, even though bombers can carry
many more weapons. A bomber can carry 16 to 20 ALCMs. A force
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of 65 to 70 bombers could readily carry upward of 500 additional
weapons, beyond the 1,550 limit. The official Russian press has
already bragged that under New START, under the New START
counting rules, Russia can maintain 2,100 strategic weapons rather
than the 1,550 specified in the treaty.

If there is any advantage in this counting rule, it is that it makes
a powerful case for the preservation of the triad and indeed for
starting on the new development, in light of our own aging bomber
fleet, of a follow-on strategic bomber.

Now let me change to what is not included under the strategic
nuclear weapons, to wit, the dog that did not bark, the frustrating,
vexatious, and increasingly worrisome issue of Russia’s tactical
weapons. Russian officials have acknowledged that the number of
their nuclear weapons, nonstrategic nuclear weapons, is some 3,800
and the overall number is believed to be significantly higher. The
United States has over the years reduced its tactical nuclear weap-
ons in Europe by over 95 percent and the percentage reduction is
even higher if one includes the weapons withdrawn from our air-
craft carriers in the early 1990s.

In its hearings on the Moscow Treaty in 2002, this committee
was quite critical on that issue, that that treaty had done nothing
about tactical nuclear weapons. Then-Chairman Biden asked: “Why
does this treaty not limit tactical nuclear weapons, which are the
most susceptible to theft?”

Secretary Powell had, in his prepared statement, stated: “As we
went about negotiating the Moscow Treaty, one of the questions
foremost in my mind, as a former soldier and Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, was how will we address tactical nuclear
weapons? We continue to be concerned about the uncertainties sur-
rounding Russian nonstrategic nuclear weapons and I believe we
should discuss inventory levels of NSNW with the Russians and
press Moscow to complete the reductions it pledged” in 1991-92.

Later in the hearing, Mr. Powell also stated: “The President is
still very interested in tactical nuclear weapons, so this is going to
be an area of discussions with the Russian side.”

That expression of intent to discuss tactical nuclear weapons
with the Russian side was 8 years ago. It seems to go on intermi-
nably and still nothing has happened. While the Obama adminis-
tration has repeatedly expressed an intent to deal with tactical
nuclear weapons, up to this point the Russians have been deaf to
our entreaties.

The point to bear in mind is that the ratio between tactical
nuclear weapons and strategic tactical weapons continues to rise,
one of the consequences of reducing the strategic nuclear weapons.
The problem with tactical nuclear weapons is acknowledged in the
preamble of the New START Treaty, though in relation to the bal-
ance between strategic offense and strategic defense: “This inter-
relationship becomes more important as strategic nuclear arms are
reduced.” Similarly, the significance of tactical nuclear weapons
rises steadily as strategic nuclear weapons are reduced.

We must bear in mind that, with respect to tactical nuclear
weapons, there is an inherent asymmetry between the United
States and Russia that goes beyond the questions of mere numbers.
While the United States is far away, Russia is cheek by jowl with
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the countries on the Eurasian continent. To a Poland or a Czech
Republic, both of which have been threatened by the Russians dur-
ing an earlier period of missile defense deployment, it is hard to
discern the difference between Russian tactical nuclear weapons—
that is, short-range weapons—and strategic nuclear weapons.

As the plaintive comment of Secretary Powell did reveal, the
Russians have steadfastly resisted any attempt on our part to deal
with the imbalance in tactical nuclear weapons, and understand-
ably do so. The likelihood of their being willing to do so in light
of New START is sharply diminished, for we have now forfeited
substantial leverage.

The Russians have indicated that they would not even discuss
tactical nuclear weapons until the handful of weapons we still
maintain in Europe are withdrawn. In this connection, Russian pol-
icy, like Soviet policy before it, is quite consistent. In the 1970s and
the 1980s the Russians regularly demanded either that we should
withdraw our forward-based systems in Europe or, at a minimum,
count them against our total number of strategic weapons. In those
days, however, they remained unsuccessful in achieving that goal.

The United States has made transparency a global initiative. The
Strategic Posture Commission stated that: “The United States and
Russia have a shared responsibility to increase nuclear trans-
parency and to set a high standard in their own postures,” as you
mentioned in your opening statement, Mr. Chairman. In no nuclear
area other than for proliferators like North Korea and Iran has
transparency been as lacking as it has been with respect to Rus-
sian tactical nuclear weapons.

In the current political context, a premeditated attack on the
United States by a major power like Russia or China has little
credibility. Nevertheless, the role of a lopsided tactical nuclear pos-
ture is potentially important for intimidating our allies on the Eur-
asian continent. Extended deterrence remains central to formu-
lating our own nuclear posture, offsetting potential tactical nuclear
weapons. Intimidation of our allies remains a critical element in
overall deterrence.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Schlesinger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES SCHLESINGER, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
MITRE CORPORATION, MCLEAN, VA

Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar, members of the committee, I thank the committee
for its invitation to discuss the New START Treaty and its varied implications. At
the outset I should like to make two general points. First, the Senate will wish to
scrutinize the treaty carefully, as it has previous arms control agreements. This re-
flects the many changes as compared to START I. Second, and perhaps even more
important, it will want to examine the treaty in a wider context of overall military
relationships and our alliance responsibilities.

In a way that aspect is reminiscent of the clue in Sherlock Holmes’ story of the
dog that did not bark. While New START may be acceptable in the narrow context
of strategic weapons, it also needs to be considered in a much larger context. In par-
ticular, as I shall come to later, it must be viewed in terms of the evolving Russian
doctrine regarding tactical nuclear weapons use and on the balance between Rus-
sia’s substantial stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons—which are excluded under
this treaty—and strategic weapons.

As to the stated context of strategic nuclear weapons, the numbers specified are
adequate, though barely so. To have gone further at this time, as some had urged,
would not, in my judgment, have been prudent.
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At the time of this committee’s review of the Moscow Treaty in 2002, criticism
was sharp with respect to the failure to deal with tactical nuclear weapons, the fail-
ure further to reduce MIRV missiles, and with respect to verification. Those criti-
cisms are still relevant today.

On specifics, the committee will wish to review the question of launchers. First,
why did the United States come down from its preferred number of 900 to 700,
when the Russians were already at that lower level—and whether we got anything
for this concession? The main effect of reducing launchers relative to weapons is to
reduce the number of aim points for an attacker, thus hypothetically increasing
instability.

Second, a heavy bomber constitutes only one count against the 700-launcher oper-
ational limit—even though bombers can carry many more weapons. Since a bomber
can carry 16-20 ALCMs, a force of 65 to 70 bombers could readily carry upward
of 500 additional strategic weapons. The official Russian press has already bragged
that under the New START counting rules, Russia can maintain 2,100 strategic
weapons rather than the 1,550 specified in the treaty. If there is any advantage in
this counting rule, it is that it makes a powerful case for the preservation of the
Triad—and indeed for starting on the development, in light of our own aging
bomber fleet, of a follow-on strategic bomber.

Third, the committee will wish to examine specified limits in the START I Treaty
that have now been removed. In contrast to START I, New START, for example,
does not mention rail-mobile missiles. Does this mean that such missiles could be
deployed and not count against New START limits? Clearly this implies for us that
we must carefully monitor any activities outside the now reduced specific limits of
New START.

Now let me change to what is not included under strategic nuclear weapons—i.e.,
the dog that did not bark—the frustrating, vexatious, and increasingly worrisome
issue of Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons. Russian officials have acknowledged that
the number of their tactical nuclear weapons (nonstrategic nuclear weapons) is some
3,800—and the overall number is believed to be significantly larger. The United
States has over the years reduced its tactical nuclear weapons in Europe by over
95 percent—and the percentage reduction is even higher if one includes the weapons
withdrawn from our aircraft carriers in the early 1990s.

In its hearings on the Moscow Treaty in 2002, this committee was quite critical
on this issue. That treaty had done nothing about tactical nuclear weapons. Then-
chairman Biden asked “Why does the treaty not limit tactical nuclear weapons—
which are the most susceptible to theft?” Secretary Powell had, in his prepared
statement, stated:

As we went about negotiating the Moscow Treaty, one of the questions
foremost in my mind as a former soldier and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, was how will we address tactical nuclear weapons?

We continue to be concerned about the uncertainties surrounding Russian
nonstrategic nuclear weapons (NSNW), and I believe we should discuss in-
ventory levels of NSNW with the Russians and press Moscow to complete
the reductions it pledged to make in 1991 and 1992.

Later in the hearing Powell also stated “the President is still very interested in
tactical nuclear weapons. So this is going to be an area of discussion with the Rus-
sian side.” That expression of intent to discuss tactical nuclear weapons with “the
Russian side” was 8 years ago—it seems to go on interminably—and still nothing
has been done. While the Obama administration has repeatedly expressed an intent
to deal with tactical nuclear weapons, up to this point the Russians have been deaf
to our entreaties. The point to bear in mind is that the ratio between tactical
nuclear weapons and strategic nuclear weapons continues to rise.

Indirectly the problem with tactical nuclear weapons is acknowledged in the pre-
amble of the New START Treaty though in relation to the balance between strategic
offense and strategic defense: “This interrelationship becomes more important as
strategic nuclear arms are reduced.”

Similarly, the significance of tactical nuclear weapons rises steadily as strategic
nuclear arms are reduced. We must bear in mind that with respect to tactical
nuclear weapons there is an inherent asymmetry between the United States and
Russia. While the United States is far away, Russia is cheek by jowl with the coun-
tries on the Eurasian continent. For a Poland, a Czech Republic, or a Lithuania,
it is hard to discern the difference between Russian tactical nuclear and strategic
nuclear. As the plaintive comments of Secretary Powell reveal, the Russians have
steadfastly resisted any attempt on our part to deal with the imbalance in tactical
nuclear weapons—and understandably so.
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The likelihood of their being willing to do so in the wake of New START, is sharp-
ly diminished—for we have now forfeited substantial leverage. The Russians have
indicated that they would not even discuss tactical nuclear weapons until the hand-
ful of weapons we still maintain in Europe are withdrawn. In this connection Rus-
sian policy, like Soviet policy before it, is quite consistent. In the 1970s and 1980s
the Russians regularly demanded either that we should withdraw our “forward
based systems” from Europe or, at a minimum, count them against our total num-
ber of strategic weapons. In those days, however, they remained unsuccessful in
achieving that goal.

The United States has made transparency a global initiative. The Strategic Pos-
ture Commission stated that “the United States and Russia have a shared responsi-
bility to increase nuclear transparency and to set a high standard in their own pos-
tures.” In no nuclear area—other than for proliferators like North Korea and Iran—
has transparency been as lacking as it has been with respect to Russian tactical
nuclear weapons.

In the current political context a premeditated attack on the United States itself
has little credibility. Nevertheless the role of a lopsided tactical nuclear posture is
potentially important in intimidating our allies on the Eurasian continent. Extended
deterrence remains central to formulating our nuclear posture. Offsetting potential
gactical nuclear weapons intimidation of our allies remains a critical element in

eterrence.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary Perry.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM J. PERRY, FORMER SECRE-
TARY OF DEFENSE, MICHAEL AND BARBARA BERBERIAN
PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND
COOPERATION, STANFORD UNIVERSITY, STANFORD, CA

Dr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Pull the mike close.

Dr. PERRY. I'm honored to appear before this committee and its
distinguished chairman and ranking member. I believe that few
people in the Senate, or anywhere else for that matter, have more
experience or better judgment on these critical nuclear issues than
do the two of you. I think the Nation is fortunate to have you as
chairman and ranking member for these deliberations.

I will submit my written statement for the record. I don’t intend
to read the statement, but I would like to highlight some of the
points in it.

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely, and the full statement will be placed
in the record.

Dr. PERRY. I've organized my comments in two areas: what the
treaty will not do and what the treaty will do. First of all, what
it will not do. It will not make major reductions in our nuclear
forces. Indeed, after all reductions are made the United States will
still have deployed nuclear forces with the destructive power of
more than 10,000—much more than 10,000 Hiroshima bombs.

Second, it will not impose meaningful restraints on our ability to
develop or deploy ballistic missile defenses.

Third, it will not restrict our ability to modernize our nuclear
deterrent force.

And fourth, it does not deal with tactical nuclear warheads or
with the thousands of warheads in reserve, both in the United
States and in Russian forces.

What will the treaty do, then? First of all, it gives a clear signal
to the world that the United States is serious about carrying out
its responsibilities under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. This
will be welcomed as a positive step by all other members of the
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NPT. So why is that important? I believe that the greatest threat
we face today is the threat—the greatest nuclear threat we face
today is from nuclear terrorism or proliferation. This is an inter-
national problem and it requires an international solution. None of
our objectives in this field can be achieved without the cooperation
of other nations of the world.

Second, it builds confidence between the United States and Rus-
sia by providing vitally important continuing dialogue on strategic
nuclear issues. My hope is that this greater confidence will lead to
constructive approaches to dealing with other problems between
the United States and Russia, and it will lead to a follow-on treaty
that entails much greater reductions and also deals with the tac-
tical nuclear weapons and the reserve nuclear warheads not cov-
ered in this treaty.

Third, it does improve strategic stability between the United
States and Russia by requiring both nations to provide trans-
parency and accountability of their vast nuclear arsenals.

Based on these judgments, I believe that this treaty does ad-
vance American security objectives, particularly with respect to
what I consider to be our greatest nuclear threats, nuclear pro-
liferation and nuclear terrorism, and I look forward to seeing this
treaty come into force.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Perry follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM J. PERRY, MICHAEL AND BARBARA BERBERIAN
PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION, STANFORD
UNIVERSITY, STANFORD, CA

Chairman Kerry and Ranking Member Lugar, thank you for this opportunity to
appear before you and other members of this distinguished committee to discuss
ratification for the New START Treaty.

I would like to start my testimony by offering you five judgments about the New
START Treaty.

1. The reduction of deployed warheads entailed by the treaty is modest, but the
treaty is a clear signal that the United States is serious about carrying out our
responsibilities under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and will be welcomed
as a positive step by the other members of that treaty.

2. The treaty imposes no meaningful restraints on our ability to develop and
deploy ballistic missile defense systems, or our ability to modernize our nuclear
deterrence forces.

3. The treaty does not affect our ability to maintain an effective nuclear deterrent,
as specified by DOD planners in the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review.

4. The treaty is a valuable confidence-building measure in that it provides for a
vitally important continuing dialogue between the United States and Russia on stra-
tegic nuclear weapons.

5. The treaty improves strategic stability between the United States and Russia
by requiring both nations to provide transparency and accountability in the manage-
ment of their strategic nuclear forces.

Based on these judgments, I recommend that the Senate consent to the ratifica-
tion of this treaty.

I would like to add further comments concerning some details of the treaty.

The New START treaty limits deployed, strategic systems to an aggregate of
1,550 warheads. These include warheads on deployed ICBMs and SLBMs. Heavy
bombers count as a single warhead toward these limits. Further, the treaty creates
ceilings on the number of deployed and nondeployed strategic delivery platforms.
Each nation retains the ability to determine the composition of their forces within
these numbers. While the actual number of nuclear weapons available for upload
on deployed bombers are not counted, this unusual “counting rule” is essentially
equivalent between the United States and Russia. In my opinion, this aspect of the
treaty would not put the United States at any disadvantage.
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The focus of this treaty is on deployed warheads and it does not attempt to count
or control nondeployed warheads. This continues in the tradition of prior arms con-
trol treaties. I would hope to see nondeployed and tactical systems included in
future negotiations, but the absence of these systems should not detract from the
merits of this treaty and the further advances in arms control which it represents.

The transparency and verification regime in this treaty builds upon the successful
procedures and methods from the prior START Treaty. Declarations of the number
and locale of deployed missiles will be made upon entry into force, and an inspection
regime allows short-notice access to ensure compliance. Technical aspects of the
treaty include establishment of unique identifiers for each missile and heavy bomber
and their locations, an important advance, which further enhances inspection and
verification. Missile tests continue to be monitored, and the exchange of telemetry
data is provided. While telemetry is not necessary for verification of this treaty or
for our security interests, the continued exchange of telemetry is in our joint inter-
est as a further confidence-building measure.

Two important questions arise in the evaluation of this treaty. They are whether
the treaty constrains the United States ability to modernize its nuclear deterrent
and infrastructure and whether the treaty constrains ballistic missile defenses. The
treaty directly addresses this first question. Article V of the treaty states “mod-
ernization and replacement of strategic offensive arms may be carried out.” The
Congressional Commission on Nuclear Forces noted that our nuclear weapons com-
plex was in need of improvement. The President’s FY11 budget submission proposes
substantial increases to the nuclear weapons program for just this purpose. The
2010 Nuclear Posture Review elaborates upon this need in detail. The administra-
tion has been consistent in its statements and proposals on this point, all of which
support upgrade and improvement of the nuclear weapons complex, including the
replacement of key facilities for handling of nuclear materiels. The New START
Treaty does not inhibit any of these plans or programs.

The development of Ballistic Missile Defense is similarly unconstrained by this
treaty. The preamble notes an interrelation between strategic offensive and defen-
sive arms and the importance of a balance between them, but imposes no limits on
further development of missile defenses. Indeed, this treaty modestly enhances the
ability to develop missile defenses, in that retired strategic missiles required for
development of BMD are no longer constrained under the terms of New START.
Further, ballistic missile interceptors are specifically excluded from the definition of
ballistic missiles under this treaty. The treaty does prohibit the conversion of ICBM
launchers for missile defense purposes. We do not, in fact, plan to do so, so this limi-
tation will have no practical impact on our BMD systems.

Mr. Chairman, the New START Treaty is a positive step in United States-Russia
arms negotiations. This treaty establishes a ceiling on strategic arms while allowing
the United States to maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent. This
treaty does not limit America’s ability to structure its offensive arsenal to meet cur-
rent or future threats, nor does it prevent the future modernization of the American
nuclear arsenal. Additionally, the treaty puts no meaningful limits on our Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Defense program, and in fact it reduces restrictions that existed under
the previous START Treaty. I recommend ratification.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I wel-
come your questions regarding the New START Treaty.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Secretary Perry and Sec-
retary Schlesinger.

In your joint effort of the Strategic Posture Commission, you con-
cluded that the United States and Russia should continue to pur-
sue a step-by-step approach to arms control, with the objective
being to “rejuvenate” or “achieve a ‘robust’ arms control process
that survives the expiration of the START agreement.” I assume
you believe, from your comments, that this particular approach of
this agreement, modest as it is described, does achieve that?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Secretary Perry.

Dr. PERRY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And, that said, you highlighted, Dr. Schlesinger,
in your comments a moment ago, appropriately, the asymmetry
between the United States and Russia with respect to the tactical
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nuclear weapons. I agree with you, this committee did draw focus
on that, and it is an ongoing concern and many of us believe it has
to be brought into—there’s a point where we’ve got to start count-
ing them and putting them into this equation.

But in the Strategic Posture Commission you explicitly recom-
mended that there’s a first step, and the first step in reinvigorating
the Russian arms control process is “modest and straightforward,”
and should not “strive for a bold new initiative.” That is, is it fair
to say that you did not anticipate that this particular step of mov-
ing to the next step of START, that that would in fact bring the
tactical at this stage?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. No, I did not anticipate that.

The CHAIRMAN. But this is a

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think it’s most unfortunate.

The CHAIRMAN. But this is a precursor, is it not? I mean, any
effort to be able to get to that requires us to ratify this agreement?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes. And I fervently hope that it’s a precursor.

The CHAIRMAN. So do I. I think we all do.

Secretary Perry, do you want to comment on that?

Dr. PERRY. Yes. In my testimony I express the hope that the con-
fidence-building that would develop from this treaty and the ongo-
ing dialogues it would have would lead to improvements in many
other areas, not just further nuclear treaties, but in the other areas
of disagreement between the United States and Russia, but in par-
ticular it would lead to a follow-on treaty dealing with the tactical
nukes and also dealing with the thousands of reserve warheads
that we have.

I might mention that the asymmetry in tactical nuclear weapons
is primarily in favor of the Soviet Union, but the asymmetry in
strategic weapons in reserve is primarily in the favor of the United
States and is a very sore issue with the Russians that I speak to.
We have the capability of rapidly uploading thousands of nuclear
weapons onto our strategic forces if we choose to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. That’s a point that I wanted to get to and I ap-
preciate very much your drawing that out. There is an asymmetry
on the tactical, but the decision to begin withdrawing and continue
to withdraw tactical from KEurope that we controlled has been
shared by Republican and Democrat administration alike, correct?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, indeed.

The CHAIRMAN. Secretary Perry.

Dr. PERRY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And we have maintained a much more signifi-
cant stockpile, that in fact the Russians fear we could break out
at any moment; is that accurate?

Dr. PERRY. I believe that is accurate. It’s not so much that we
have the stockpile as we have the ability to rapidly upload it, for
example on our Trident submarines.

The CHAIRMAN. I'm sorry. Secretary Schlesinger.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The Russians have a live production base for
their nuclear weapons. We do not. There is that asymmetry along
with the asymmetry with regard to reserve weapons.

The CHAIRMAN. Drawing on your considerable experience in this
field and then sort of making these evaluations about our national
security leads you to make this conclusion that this step-by-step
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process is critical because you have to get this treaty in place and
build on it in order to begin to address this further asymmetry?

Dr. PERRY. That is my judgment, yes.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I hope that you are right, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. What’s the alternative, Secretary Schlesinger?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Oh, there’s no alternative. I hope that you're
right that this

The CHAIRMAN. That we will address it?

Dr. SCHLESINGER [continuing]. That we have a further step. I
don’t think that the incentives that the Russians have are very
powerful at the moment.

Dr. PERRY. I would add to that. I think the next step will be very
difficult, both for the Russians and for us, because it not only in-
volves dealing with the tactical nuclear weapons, which they con-
sider they have threats well beyond the United States that cause
them to have tactical nuclear weapons, but it will require counting
warheads in a verifiable way and that’s a step we have never taken
before.

The CHAIRMAN. Agreed. And I think we need to, and I suggested,
frankly, at the outset of this effort that we have to figure out how
to get to that counting, because that, in the end, is really the most
salient feature of balance, if you will.

I wonder if you both would speak to this issue. Tell us, if you
would, what is it about this treaty that leaves you confident that
the numbers, both in launchers and warheads, are in fact adequate
to address the question of this asymmetry as well as just the broad
national security concerns of our country in the balance of our rela-
tionship with Russia and any threats we might or might not face?

Dr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, it is simply that we have so many
warheads and so many delivery vehicles that we can destroy Rus-
sia many times over with this capability. So we are not close yet
to the point where the number of nuclear weapons we have is so
low that that would become an issue.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that the overall relationship and the
general military relationships in this era for both Russia and China
are such that there is little temptation on their part to launch an
attack on the United States. I think it’s the overall political rela-
tionship, part of which stems from what Bill has said, that can give
us confidence in this area.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen.

Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Gentlemen, the report of the Strategic Posture
Commission observed: “The debate over the proposed Reliable
Replacement Warhead revealed a lot of confusion about what was
intended, what is needed, and what constitutes new, and believes
that as the Nation moves forward we must be clear about what is
being initiated and what is not, as well as what makes a weapon
new and what does not.”

My question: What do each of you consider the new developments
the United States should undertake within the next 10 years in our
nuclear stockpile? Second, there’s considerable confusion over what
“modernization” means for the current nuclear stockpile. Could
each of you provide your views as to what the term means? Do we
need new, modern warheads, bombers, missiles, or all of the above?
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Dr. PERRY. In our commission report we discussed that issue in
some detail and I still stand by what we said in that report. We
basically have said that maintaining confidence in the stockpile as
we go forward is multidimensional. It includes, among other things,
maintaining a robust, science-based program, the so-called stock-
pile stewardship program, which had been on the decrease as we
conducted the report. We felt it was very important to get that on
an increasing level again. Second, it involved a robust stockpile
surveillance program, which was also, we thought, declining and
not adequate to the job. That had to be increased.

Finally, it involved maintaining a life extension program, and we
offered the view that simply refurbishing existing warheads might
not be sufficient in the future; we had to also consider replacing
components on the missile and, if necessary, redesigns; and that
which of these three approaches were to be used would be consid-
ered on a case-by-case basis.

As I read the Nuclear Posture Review, those judgments are
echoed in the Nuclear Posture Review.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that Bill has summarized the situa-
tion. We urged a case-by-case study of individual weapons and
that, if necessary, we have replacement. The Nuclear Posture
Review allows for that with the permission of the President and
the Congress. But it is somewhat narrower than what was recom-
mended by the commission, in that it is beyond the case-by-case re-
view of the weapons in the stockpile.

May I add that it is essential that we augment the money that
has been allocated for the labs, for the science program, in par-
ticular that the add-on for next year looks to be significant, but I
hope in the out years that it continues to be appropriate. We don’t
know yet. Within a few weeks at least, we should have the 10-year
program recommended by the administration, which will I think in-
fluence strongly the decisions of Senators.

Senator LUGAR. It appears that Secretary Gates agrees with both
of you and is apparently asking for approximately $5 billion in ad-
ditional funds to achieve these ends. I just wonder whether either
of you have been in consultation with Secretary Gates, if you be-
lieve you're on the same wavelength, and what confidence you have
in his leadership in this area?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I have great confidence in Secretary Gates.

Dr. PERRY. I do, too.

Senator LUGAR. Your commission’s report noted that existing
alternatives to stockpile stewardship and life extension involve
varying degrees of reuse and/or redesign. You noted further that
the decision on which approach should be best is to be made on a
type-by-type basis, as you've just said, Secretary Schlesinger.

The Nuclear Posture Review stated that in its decision to proceed
to engineering development for warhead lifetime extension the
United States will give strong preference to options for refurbish-
ment or reuse. Replacement of nuclear components would be under-
taken only if the critical stockpile management program could not
otherwise be met and is specifically authorized by the President
and the Congress.

Now, do you both believe that the NPR provides sufficient flexi-
bility to our weapons designers when it comes to replacing certain
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components in our nuclear weapons, and is the NPR’s guidance in-
consistent with your commission’s broad recommendations which I
cited earlier?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. It is somewhat inconsistent, but there is a po-
litical reality, which the administration—the Congress has fought
off new weapons, such as the RRW, over the years. What we have
is a step forward, a major step forward, given the attitudes that
have been taken, particularly on the Hill, with regard to upgrading
the nuclear weapons stockpile.

We have made a significant advance. It will depend, of course,
on whether the House is prepared to provide the funds, due to the
peculiar jurisdiction. That remains an open question.

Dr. PERRY. I think the Nuclear Posture Review is a major step
forward in this respect. It explicitly authorizes reuse, which the
laboratories have felt reluctant to use before, and it gives the
condition under which redesign can be achieved. I think this
is a major step forward from where we are before. But whether
this all plays out appropriately does depend on the level of the
funding given to the laboratories. As I have seen this year’s budget
proposal and the 5-year plan, I think these are moving in the right
direction.

The Congress has requested a 10-year plan in this regard. I sup-
port that request and I think—because the issues we’re looking at
here really span over more like 10 years than 5 years. So I would
encourage you to proceed in that direction.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. May I mention a worry in that connection.
There is in the plan money for the new facilities at Los Alamos and
at Y-12. The problem is that if we have cost overruns at those new
facilities we do not want to see the consequence of taking it out of
the laboratories’ budget.

Dr. PERRY. I agree with that.

Senator LUGAR. Gentlemen, I have some additional questions. If
I submit these to you, could you reply for the record so that the
record of our hearing and your views will be more complete?

Dr. PERRY. Yes.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.

Senator Feingold.

Senator FEINGOLD. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for hold-
ing the hearing. I intend to carefully review this treaty. The treaty
would reduce the size of our nuclear arsenal without constraining
our ability to defend our Nation, while fostering the international
cooperation needed to stop the spread of nuclear weapons and ma-
teriels. The treaty also works to reduce and secure Russia’s nuclear
stockpile, which has noted vulnerabilities.

At the same time, we must ensure that the treaty is verifiable
and does not compromise our ability to monitor nuclear weapons
and materiels in Russia. As a member of the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, I intend to carefully review the inspection
regime under this treaty to ensure that on balance it adds to our
understanding of the Russian arsenal.

Meanwhile, I thank our distinguished witnesses for being here.
The Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the
United States, which they chaired, concluded that: “Terrorist use
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of a nuclear weapon against the United States or its friends and
allies is more likely than deliberate use by a state.” To me this un-
derscores what I have long believed, that to best secure our Nation
we must move beyond a cold-war mindset and focus on the threat
that terrorists could gain access to nuclear weapons or materiels,
and I do think that this treaty represents a step in that direction.

Secretary Perry, you’ve recently written that this administra-
tion’s plan for modernizing our nuclear complex and arsenal is con-
sistent with the recommendations of the Strategic Posture Commis-
sion that you two chaired. You've also testified that this treaty
“imposes no meaningful constraints on our ability to modernize our
nuclear deterrence forces.” In fact, is it true that the administra-
tion’s plans to expand the infrastructure of our nuclear complex at
Los Alamos would actually increase our capacity to produce pluto-
nium pits beyond the level that your commission’s final report
found was necessary to maintain our nuclear arsenal?

Dr. PERRY. The proposed—the administration’s plans for both the
plutonium and the uranium facility restoration will in my judg-
ment provide adequate and maybe even more than adequate capa-
bility for the needs which I can imagine. As it stands right now,
Los Alamos is capable of producing plutonium pits, but at a rather
low level. This will modernize and expand that capability.

Senator FEINGOLD. Secretary Schlesinger, there has been a lot of
discussion about the ways in which ratifying this treaty will en-
hance our national security. Could you say a little bit about the
ways in which failure to ratify this treaty may be detrimental to
our national security, especially in light of the fact that without the
treaty we cannot continue inspections of the Russian arsenal?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that the principal defect if the Senate
does not ratify lies in the political area, in some of the points that
have already been made by Secretary Perry. To wit, for the United
States at this juncture to fail to ratify the treaty in the due course
of the Senate’s deliberation would have a detrimental effect on our
ability to influence others with regard to particularly the non-
proliferation issue.

Senator FEINGOLD. Secretary Perry, you wrote in an op-ed that
this treaty is the first tangible product of the administration’s
promise to “press the reset button on the United States-Russian re-
lations.” Should we be concerned about the kind of message we’d
send to other nations, for example Iran, about the United States-
Russian ability to work together on nonproliferation concerns if we
failed to ratify a treaty that brings mutual security benefits?

Dr. PERRY. Senator Feingold, I believe that our inability to con-
trol or to limit or restrain nuclear arsenals of either North Korea
or Iran has been largely the result of our inability to work effec-
tively with the other nations that we need, whose cooperation we
need. That includes not only Russia, but China as well. Put in a
positive way, to adequately deal with North Korea’s and Iran’s
nuclear aspirations, we need full cooperation of other nations, par-
ticularly Russia and China.

This treaty will not guarantee that, but this treaty is moving us
in that direction of a much better understanding of the relationship
with Russia in these vital matters.
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Senator FEINGOLD. Secretary Perry, you stated that it will be im-
portant in future agreements to secure commitments to dismantle
weapons; dismantle weapons and not simply put them in reserve.
I note that the United States already has a backlog of weapons
waiting to be dismantled. In order to secure commitments on dis-
mantling excess weapons, how important is it that we reduce our
existing backlog?

Dr. PERRY. I think we are dismantling weapons at a rate compat-
ible with our facilities for doing that, and I think that should be
continued. But beyond the weapons that we’re planning to dis-
mantle, we have many weapons in reserve that we don’t plan to
dismantle. Both categories, both weapons waiting for dismantle-
ment and weapons in reserve, both of those categories have to be
considered in future treaties, I think, along with the consideration
of the tactical nuclear weapons that Russia has.

Senator FEINGOLD. Mr. Secretary.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Again, I repeat that the Russians have a live
production base. They turn over their inventory of nuclear weapons
every 10 years. We do not. And therefore the weapons in reserve
are, in effect, a substitute—a partial substitute—for a live produc-
tion base.

Senator FEINGOLD. I thank both of you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Isakson.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to both of you distinguished Americans for being here
today. Both of you expressed a frustration or a concern with the
ability to count nondeployable warheads and tactical warheads, I
think equally so. But both of you said that this treaty is absolutely
essential to get to the point where we can do that, or at least that’s
the inference that I received.

You also, I think, both said in one way or another in your testi-
mony that the Russians’ lack of ability to want to be able to be ac-
countable for tactical weapons is because they are much more
threatened at their border or in proximity than we are. Am I cor-
rect in what I said?

Dr. PERRY. Yes.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. To the Poles, a short-range tactical, so-called,
missile or weapon is hard to distinguish from a strategic weapon.

Senator ISAKSON. My question then—and I think—is it “Dr.
Perry” and “Dr. Schlesinger”? Is that—I want to be respectful.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I beg your pardon?

Senator ISAKSON. You’re both doctors, correct? OK, I always want
to be respectful of that.

Dr. Perry, you expressed concern—and I think you did, too, Dr.
Schlesinger—with dirty bombs or the terrorist threat being the
greater threat than a state attack on the United States. It seems
to me like the easiest access for a terrorist to nuclear materiel
would be in a tactical weapon or one of these nondeployable weap-
ons; is that correct?

Dr. PERRY. I’d like to clarify that point. At least from my point
of view, when I was speaking about the terrorist nuclear threat I
was considering the possibility that terrorists would get a real nu-
clear bomb, not just a dirty bomb. That’s the major concern I have.
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Beyond that, there’s a possibility that a terrorist could make a
dirty bomb, but I do not put that in the same ballpark at all in
terms of the catastrophes that it could cause. That could be done
without having access to uranium or plutonium. That could be done
with medical radioactive materiel, for example.

So that is an issue which I hold separate from the issue. The
dirty bomb issue I'm treating separately from that. My comments
all applied to a terrorist getting a real nuclear bomb, one that goes
off with a nuclear explosion.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The greatest threat remains the possibility,
however remote, of a major missile exchange with the Russians or
with China. The most probable threat is, of course, the use of a
weapon by terrorists, but that is a much lower order of destruction
that could be visited on the United States.

Senator ISAKSON. Is there anything in this treaty that helps us
with regard to some degree of comfort that a terrorist is not going
to get a weapon? Is there anything in the treaty that helps us with
that?

Dr. PERRY. I believe only indirectly, but in an important way
indirectly.

Senator ISAKSON. Would you elaborate on that?

Dr. PERRY. There are two different things we can do, two fun-
damentally different things that can be done. One is to keep nu-
clear weapons from proliferating. To the extent that North Korea
builds up a nuclear arsenal, to the extent that Iran gets nuclear
weapons, to the extent that other nations follow their lead, this in-
creases the probability that a terror group could get a nuclear
weapon.

So nuclear proliferation is one danger that could lead to a terror
group getting a nuclear weapon. The other has to do with better
controlling access to fissile materiel, for example in research reac-
tors. That’s what the nuclear summit was all about last month, try-
ing to get nations to deal with that problem.

In both of those cases, these are international problems and they
require support and cooperation from other international nations.
I think this treaty is one modest step in the direction of getting
that support from other nations. But it by no means solves the
problem.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. To this point, Senator Isakson, even though
both Russia and China are privileged under the NPT as nuclear
weapons states, they have given us precious little aid with regard
to the proliferation problem, quite notably in North Korea or in
Iran. I hope that they change, but I don’t have a great deal of
confidence. Therefore, it’s not clear to me as a practical matter
whether or not we are going to be able to get any more aid from
either of them on these issues.

However, while I'm more pessimistic than Secretary Perry, I
think that we ought to make the attempt.

Senator ISAKSON. So I take that to mean, given your feelings
about China and Russia regarding help on proliferation, you still
believe that this treaty does not compromise us and gives us a plat-
form to improve that? Is that what I heard you say?
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is indeed correct. It provides us with a
platform. Whether or not that platform turns out to be particularly
useful in the final event is the question.

Dr. PERRY. I would put it slightly differently. I would say this
treaty is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for such coopera-
tion.

Senator ISAKSON. Well, I think from my standpoint and responsi-
bility as a Senator from the State of Georgia, and having been here
on 9/11 and having seen the change of our world vis-a-vis the
growth of terrorism, the single most important issue I think to my
constituents in Georgia, and to me personally, is the goal that you
both have stated in terms of removing or reducing the accessibility
of fissionable materiel to terrorists. That’s going to be one of the
major things I weigh my decision on in terms of whether or not we
ratify any treaty, because that’s got to be our ultimate goal.

I really appreciate both of your attendance today. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Casey.

Senator CASEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Perry, Secretary Schlesinger, we’re honored by your
presence and commend you and thank you for your public service,
which I guess you could say was before, during, and after your
service in the U.S. Government.

I wanted to touch on two or three areas, first of all on missile
defense. Secretary Perry, I wanted to refer to your statement and
in particular on page 2 you said that there are two important
questions that arise upon evaluation of the treaty. The first
was whether the treaty—and I'm quoting from your testimony:
“whether the treaty constrains the United States ability to mod-
ernize its nuclear deterrent and infrastructure.” At the end—you
did some analysis after that.

At the end of the paragraph you say: “The New START Treaty
does not inhibit any of these plans or programs.” Is that correct?

Dr. PERRY. It does not inhibit any plans or programs that we
actually plan to pursue, as General O’Reilly has testified. It does
inhibit our ability to use ICBM launchers for ballistic missile
launchers, but that’s something we had not planned to do anyway.

Senator CASEY. The second question you raised on that page was
“whether the treaty constrains ballistic missile defenses.” Then you
go through analysis of that, and you say, and I'm quoting, that it
“imposes no limits on further development of missile defenses.” Is
that correct?

Dr. PERRY. That’s correct.

Senator CASEY. I wanted to have you elaborate on that, and in-
vite Secretary Schlesinger as well, because that’s become a point of
contention and it’s important that we, even prior to formal debate,
that we examine and explore that question. I think it’s pretty clear,
but I think it’s important that we highlight it.

I don’t know if there’s anything you wanted to add to that or
highlight about that question about missile defense?

Dr. PERRY. I've read the treaty and its protocols, but I've not
read the annexes yet because theyre not available yet. And I see
nothing in the treaty or its protocol that limits our development or
deployment of ballistic missile defenses in any way that we plan
to do.
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think, Secretary Casey, that, if I may say so,
there’s some overstatement on the part of the administration in
presenting this treaty, in that it says that it limits missile defense
in no way. The answer is we have limited the capacity to insert
missile defenses in Minuteman silos or in tubes that are empty in
our submarine fleet. As Bill Perry has just indicated, we had no
plans to do that. But it is an overstatement to say that nothing in
the treaty inhibits missile defense. I don’t think that it inhibits
missile defense in a serious way, however.

Senator CASEY. Well, it’s important that we incorporate by ref-
erence that fuller answer to that question. I appreciate that.

Second, with regard to one of the benefits of this treaty, we could
make a list, but one of them that I think a lot of not just Members
of the U.S. Senate, but I think the American people, will have, I
think, after a debate have more of an appreciation for is this ques-
tion of verification. I just want to see if you could speak to that in
terms of the elements of it, what we gain in terms of verification,
especially with respect to the passage of time and how both the
passage of time as well as new technology, in addition to the provi-
sions in the treaty, allow us to amplify or enlarge our ability to
have stronger verification.

Dr. PERRY. I think the inspection provisions considerably en-
hance our ability to verify the treaty. But we should understand
that they are supplementary to our national technical means,
which are quite considerable. The treaty also provides a non-
interference clause, that is a clause that says both parties agree
not to interfere with the national technical means, which I think
is important.

So I would look at the verification both from the point of view
of what it permits us to do and from the point of view of what it
restricts the Russians from doing relative to national technical
means.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. As compared to START I, our verification
capabilities are restricted. However, as compared to the period
since December of last year when START I lapsed, this is a res-
urrection, as it were, of some degree of verification capacity. Under
START I we had total access to telemetry on the part of Russia,
previously the Soviet Union. Now we have considerably more re-
stricted access. I trust that it will still be adequate. We have more
limited inspection possibilities. We have been obliged to limit our
monitoring at the perimeter of Votkinsk to know how many mis-
siles come out. That is some limitation.

I think all in all that the verification possibilities under this
treaty, though much more limited than START I, are still ade-
quate.

Dr. PERRY. I would add to that, Senator Casey, that the primary
restriction relative to START I has to do with telemetry, but that
is because the telemetry was necessary to monitor START 1.
START I had technical features in it for which telemetry was nec-
essary for verification. Those features are not in the New START
Treaty. In fact, I would make a stronger statement: There is no
need for telemetry at all in order to verify this treaty.
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I'm grateful that we have the telemetry because I think it’s a
useful confidence-building measure, but it is not needed to verify
the treaty.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is correct, but the reason is that we have
given up on limits on throw weight and on MIRVing of Russian
missiles.

Senator CASEY. I'm out of time. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Casey.

Senator Risch.

Senator RiscH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, Senator Casey has already raised what he knows is
an important issue to me and I think probably himself and other
members on the committee, and that is the defensive posture of the
United States with regard to developing various defensive systems.
As we know, different administrations have had a different view of
the appropriateness of doing so. So I've got a number of questions
about that.

I would start with this: What in the world is that doing in here
in the first place? Why—you say, well, we weren’t planning on
using the old tubes in either the submarines or land-based. Why—
why is this in the treaty in the first place? I mean, this is supposed
to be, as I understand it, an offensive weapons treaty. I know the
Russians—this has always bothered them, about us trying to de-
fend ourselves.

To me, the most important function of a government is to defend
itself, and I'm very, very troubled by this. Could I get your com-
ments?

Dr. PERRY. I don’t know why this is in the treaty. I'm confident
it in no way—it restricts us in no way from doing anything that
we plan to do. So it does not bother me. I'm not concerned about
it.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The question is better addressed to the nego-
tiators. I think this was regarded as a throwaway on their part be-
cause we were not planning to use the Minuteman silos, et cetera,
for defensive missiles.

Senator RISCH. I understand that whoever it is that’s speaking
right now for the administration doesn’t plan that, but administra-
tions change and it is entirely possible, I would think, that in the
future these apparatus will be considered to be used for defensive
purposes. So again, I just can’t understand why they would have
incorporated that in there.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I can understand your expression of concern,
Senator. I think that the reality is that there is nothing in the
treaty that is problematic. I think that the problem will exist of the
continued Russian pressure on us with regard to missile defense,
as reflected in the preamble.

Senator RiscH. The issue to me becomes more complex as we go
forward and attempt to guard ourselves from an attack from Iran
or North Korea, which of course is an entirely different proposition
than our relationship with the Russians, which relies on a mutual
destruction sort of philosophy. Not so with the Iranians and the
North Koreans, and they don’t think the same way that the Rus-
sians do and so we're going to have to think about defending our-
selves differently.
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So you can understand why I'm concerned about that issue being
raised in any way in this treaty. Is that a legitimate concern?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that it’s a legitimate concern. I do not
think that we will be inhibited by this treaty or even by the Rus-
sian pressure with respect to defending ourselves against North
Korea and ultimately against Iran, because those deployments are
much lower. In the case of Iran, we are dealing primarily with re-
gional missile defenses and they are in no way inhibited by this
treaty.

Senator RISCH. However, during the course of this treaty, if you
believe those that are trying to predict forward, they believe that
the Iranians and the North Koreans will develop sufficient missile
technology to reach substantially further than what they do now.
Would that be a fair statement?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think there’s no question about that, that we
have evidence of the North Koreans reaching in that direction. We
have flimsier evidence with regard to Iran, but ultimately they are
going to go in that direction. And we will need to take protection
against them as modest nuclear powers, as opposed to China or
Russia, which will be major nuclear powers.

Senator RiscH. Finally—and I'll wrap up, Mr. Chairman. But
finally, I'm assuming that you gentlemen have read the unilateral
statements from each of the parties. In regards to my concerns
about our defensive posture, the unilateral statement by the Rus-
sians is problematic and certainly doesn’t help resolve the ques-
tions that I have. In my judgment, it would seem to me that the
Russians need to be straightened out on this issue, because we ob-
viously view it differently than they do.

Have you got any suggestions as to how we do this as we go for-
ward if we are to ratify this treaty?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. On this particular issue, we’ve been trying to
straighten out the Russians for many years. We have been unsuc-
cessful to this point. If you go back and look at the discussions
under the SORT Treaty, for example, and the runup to the SORT
Treaty, you have exactly the same line from the Russians that you
have today. I think that it is likely to remain a perennial issue for
them and that our position will have to be that we will resist those
pressures from Russia.

Dr. PERRY. I think the issue, as Dr. Schlesinger says, has been
a disagreement between the two of our countries for a long time.
I think going into the future the best way of dealing with this
issue, of confronting this issue, would be through the consultative
commission which is set up under this treaty. This at least gives
us a forum in which we can meaningfully discuss these issues. It
gives us some better chance at arriving at a mutual understanding
than we now have.

It’s not an issue that we will be able to deal with through trading
press releases, but we might be able to get some progress on it
through this consultative forum.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. For the Russians, it is not only a serious issue
in their minds, but, more than that, it is a political battering ram
that they have been using against us over the years, and I don’t
think that we will persuade them to give it up.
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Senator RISCH. Gentlemen, my time is up and I thank you for
your candid answers.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Risch.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Lugar,
for holding the hearing today. Thank you, gentlemen, for being
kind enough to appear. I have limited time because I actually have
to go preside over the Senate and I can’t be late for that.

But I wanted to follow up on a couple of issues that have been
raised by my colleagues. Secretary Perry, you suggested in your
testimony that the new treaty’s transparency and verification re-
gime could be valuable in building confidence and improving our
strategic stability between—with Russia. Can you talk a little bit
more on why you think this is important as we look at some of the
issues that have been raised in the testimony today about tactical
nuclear weapons and about dealing with Iran and some of the
other challenges we face with respect to nuclear proliferation?

Dr. PERRY. I have had a good many discussions with Russian
officials, both in government and also Russian think-tank people,
about these issues, and the level of misunderstanding, mistrust, be-
tween our two countries in this field has been rather high. So the
best thing that has happened in the last—so far on this treaty, has
been the dialogue that’s already taken place in the last year. Just
the negotiations of the treaty have brought our two sides together
seriously discussing these issues of disagreement.

Assuming the treaty is ratified and enters into force, then the
consultative commission set up by that is a vehicle for continuing
that dialogue. This I think gives us the best chance of dealing with
these misunderstandings.

In addition to that, I would hope that after this treaty goes into
force that, even beyond the consultative commission, we have bilat-
eral talks on how to deal with the Iranian nuclear threat, first of
all how to prevent it from developing, on which, as Dr. Schlesinger
said, the Russians have been very little help so far, and then, if it
does develop, how to counter it effectively. That can be done much
more effectively as a multilateral effort than a unilateral effort.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Dr. Schlesinger, back in 1991 when the hearings were going on
on the original START Treaty, you testified that: “Arms control
can’t transform a relationship of hostility, but it is the trans-
formation of the relationship that makes serious arms control pos-
sible.” Can you talk about how you would apply that same logic to
the treaty before us today?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The change that takes place is only in the area
in which both sides agree. In this case the Russians, as I have indi-
cated, have been quite resistant to any discussion of the tactical
nuclear weapons. This is not a problem of this administration. It
goes on from administration to administration.

We have common interests in reducing strategic weapons if they
are not reduced to the point that they entice, for example, the Chi-
nese to get into the competition, and that we do not reduce stra-
tegic weapons to the point that the tactical nuclear weapons pos-
ture of the Russians becomes overwhelming in numerical terms,
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which would frighten our allies, although I don’t think we are
going to get into a missile exchange with the Russians.

The upshot is that only in those areas in which there is some de-
gree of initial agreement can one proceed effectively with arms con-
trol. The irony is that in those areas in which there is no agree-
ment and might benefit from arms control, such as tactical nuclear
weapons, that we have so far seen such subjects elude is in the
arms control process.

Senator SHAHEEN. You both testified on START I and the SORT
Treaty acknowledging shortcomings in both of those, I think just
as you have today, acknowledging that there are things that you
might like to see differently, done differently. But you still rec-
ommended ratification of those two treaties. Do you have a rec-
ommendation relative to what we should do with this treaty?

Dr. PERRY. My written statement did recommend ratification,
yes.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that it is obligatory for the United
States to ratify. And any treaty is going to have limitations, ques-
tionable areas. There are some in this treaty. We need to watch
them for the future, but that does not mean that the treaty should
be rejected.

Senator SHAHEEN. Do you have thoughts about what ratification
or failure to ratify might—what signals that might send to the
other NPT signatories?

Dr. PERRY. Most certainly, if we fail to ratify this treaty the
United States will have forfeited any right to provide any leader-
ship in this field throughout the world. I mean, that’s pretty clear.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I think that that’s essentially right. I wouldn’t
use the word “forfeit” myself.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you both.

The CHAIRMAN. “Loss,” is that a good word?

Gentlemen, we are very, very appreciative for your appearance
here today. I have some questions for the record, and I appreciate
your willingness to entertain those.

Let me just say one word with respect to the issue raised by Sen-
ator Risch, which—I don’t recall, were you at the breakfast with
Secretary Clinton with us?

Senator RISCH. Mr. Chairman, I raised, as you recall, the exact
same issues with Secretary Clinton and her team. I left there less
than satisfied and I'm continuing to

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it’s important to probe it. Obviously, that’s
the purpose. I just hadn’t recalled whether—I knew that the ques-
tion had been raised and I knew it was answered there very spe-
cifically.

But I do think—and just maybe we can wrap up on this area.
What has sustained us throughout the elaborate arms race that we
went through over the course of whatever, 50-plus years, and saw
us rise to a level of some 50,000 warheads, et cetera—and we're
now moving in the opposite direction, gratefully, under both Repub-
lican and Democratic Presidents—has been this essential need to
have a balance of the deterrent, the power between us, the percep-
tion of threat each to each other.
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I think it’s fair to say that the Russians—and I think this will
come out in the course of the record—consistently pressed hard at
a number of different levels to try to put missile defense four-
square within the framework of this treaty. It is not. The preamble
language, which is the only real reference—I think Secretary
Schlesinger used the term “throwaway”—is effectively throwaway
language that simply acknowledges what most people believe is a
reality, that offense is affected by defense.

The truth is that if you build a sufficient level of defense and the
other side’s just sitting there and it’s unmatched, you can effec-
tively destroy their deterrent, their capacity to believe they have a
sufficient level of offense to do anything. The result is that you
then have the possibility of setting off another arms race, et cetera,
which is why, while many of us are supporting the research and
development of defense and we have to have the ability to have it,
we also believe it has to be done in a very responsible, perhaps
even shared and multilateral way, so that people don’t misinterpret
what you're doing, because if you take it too far you can undo all
of the benefits that you do otherwise.

Is that a fair statement of sort of what’s contained within this
simple sentence, Secretaries?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. If I may go back in history——

The CHAIRMAN. Please. We invite you to. That’s why we have you
here.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Secretary McNamara, when the Russians de-
ployed the Galosh system around Moscow, said: We are not going
to build a missile defense ourselves. He was opposed to it. But, he
said, we are going to overwhelm the Russians. And he developed
MIRYV capabilities in order to fulfill that, what we called the Mos-
cow package.

When we passed the ABM Treaty in 1972, both sides recognized
the inadequacy at that time of ABM defenses. They have been im-
proved substantially. The technology has been improved substan-
tially. But once again, our attitude and their attitude was, if the
ABM defenses begin to threaten our capability to retaliate, we
shall expand our offensive forces.

So in dealing with the major powers, China and Russia, we must
be careful, I think, not to convey to them that we are threatening
their retaliatory capability. At the same time, as Senator Risch
says, we are obliged to have a deployment of defenses adequate to
deal with the newcomers in this business, Iran, North Korea, and
so forth. It’s not because we would not like to have an impenetrable
defense, as President Reagan had hoped for. It’s just beyond our ca-
pability. They can always beat us with the offensive capabilities.

Senator RiscH. Mr. Chairman, may I just respond briefly?

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely.

Senator RiscH. First of all, I have the highest respect for your
view of that situation, and of course I have the highest respect for
the history. But I think where we are here is conditions have
changed. As the Secretary points out, conditions are very different
today. At that time, we were focused solely on the Russian threat.
Today we have a much, much broader threat than the Russian
threat.
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I appreciate the distinction that you made about how much more
serious an exchange of missiles would be with Russia than if we
got into it with either Iran or North Korea. In either event, the
American people would consider it devastating in any event.

As we move forward and as conditions change, I think we need
to move forward and protect ourselves differently. And my point is,
is I don’t want to just do this and go through the motions of doing
this and pretend that conditions are the same as they were when
we started and, if you would, cave to the Russians in that regard.
I would rather they had a very, very clear understanding that we
are going to do what is necessary to protect the American people,
not only from Russians, using the old theory of “We’re going to
overwhelm you with our offense,” but also that we are going to do
everything we can to defensively protect ourselves from rogue
nations who would do a demonstration shot or who would do a sin-
gular shot.

So that’s where I'm coming from on this, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I completely agree and I don’t think there’s any
disagreement on any side of the aisle here. Three principal
reasons——

Dr. SCHLESINGER. This issue goes back to the Eisenhower admin-
istration and over the course of the last half century we have
steadily adjusted our position with regard to missile defenses, and
we should, as you say, continue to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. I think, Senator, that here is the issue. The three
principal reasons for having a defense, which I support for those
reasons, would be a rogue state shot, a terrorist event, or an acci-
dental launch. It is critical that, in whatever we do, the percep-
tions—all of this is driven by perceptions, the perception of threat.
The other side has a perception of what we’re doing. We have a
perception of them.

For years, the perceptions kind of wildly drove it. We’ve worked
hard to try to control those perceptions. That’s the key here. So if
the Russians think, as they did and have—and there are some old-
time players there who still see this very much in the old way—
if they think that our deployment unilaterally is done in a way that
is geared to affect their retaliation, as the Secretary has said, then
you can ignite something.

But if you're proceeding in a thoughtful, multilateral way where
people can share in that protection, which is what we hope ulti-
mately can happen, then you can do this very responsibly. I think
that this reference that the Russians have put in this treaty is a
real throwaway to say: “Hey, guys, don’t forget there is this rela-
tionship and we have perceptions; don’t lose track of them.” That’s
really what they’re saying.

Senator Wicker.

Senator WICKER. Well, thank you very much.

Following up on the chair’s statement about sharing the develop-
ment of this defense, you know, President Reagan famously talked
about this in the debate about this when he was running for Presi-
dent in—I think it was for reelection in 1984. But we’ve come a
long way in this debate since then. As Secretary Schlesinger says,
we’ve modified the debate as circumstances changed.
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I asked Secretary Gates last year about the concept of developing
a joint missile system with Russia. He said it was a concept that
might be worth pursuing. Other officials from the Department of
Defense confirmed just last week that indeed conversations are on-
going with Russia to pursue such an arrangement.

Secretary Perry, you wrote an op-ed on April 11 in the New York
Times saying the United States should pursue such an arrange-
ment. What are the benefits of a joint United States-Russia missile
defense program and how realistic is that, and what are the stum-
bling blocks? And then we’ll let Secretary Schlesinger answer also.

Dr. PERRY. About a year ago, I had a track two meeting with
senior Russians, including discussions with some Russian officials,
about that very idea specifically pointed at the Iran threat. We
agreed that the first step ought to be a joint threat assessment,
and that really is moving along very well. I believe that in fact if
Iran does get nuclear missiles they pose a greater threat to Russia
than they do to the United States. So the joint threat assessment
is a very important first step in this, and that’s already well under
way in unofficial circles, track two circles, and some discussion of
it in official circles as well.

The next step would be to find a way of technology-sharing.
That’s moderately difficult to do that, but it could be done, I think.

Then the third step would be a joint system, which has very dif-
ficult problems that are associated with who makes the decision
about when it’s fired and under what conditions. I see those, both
the second and the third steps, as being somewhere between dif-
ficult and very difficult, but not beyond reach.

But I also believe that even discussing it seriously is a good step
forward in helping to build confidence between the two nations.
But I do believe it’s important to move forward in those serious dis-
cussions and I think both countries are prepared to do so now.

Senator WICKER. Meanwhile, the Iranians do not tarry on their
side of it, do they? They’re not waiting for us.

Dr. PERRY. The Iranians are moving full speed ahead, as nearly
as I can determine. And I must say that, aside from ballistic mis-
sile defense against the Iranians, my own view is that we should
be increasing our efforts to try to stop them from getting the
nuclear bomb in the first place.

Senator WICKER. Indeed, indeed.

Do you have any idea on the timetable on that first component,
the assessment, when that assessment might be ready?

Dr. PERrRY. Well, in the unofficial or track-two level that has
already been done. The group that I described that I was working
on last year completed that about 6 months ago. So there is an un-
official joint assessment of the joint threat to Russia and America.
The official assessment I think—this has yet to be agreed to offi-
cially, to move forward in this way. I just express some hope and
probably some confidence that it will be done.

Senator WICKER. Mr. Schlesinger, would you like to comment?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. The area in which interest might be expressed
is with respect to radar and warning particularly of what is going
on south of the Russian border in Iran. What the Russians con-
tribute—you ask what benefit this might be. They have important
geography, which we lack. I think that that’s one aspect.
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I think that also, that part of this discussion is intended to re-
duce Russian—hopefully to reduce Russian concerns about ballistic
missiles which have been ongoing for almost 40 years.

Senator WICKER. Finally, let me ask you, Secretary Schlesinger.
You wrote an op-ed April 13 expressing concern over the departure
from our policy of calculated ambiguity. You said that by stating
that we will only use nuclear weapons against nuclear-armed
states we provide incentives for other states, such as Syria, to focus
on biological weapons as their WMD of choice.

Can you tell a little more about the importance of that policy,
and did calculated ambiguity play a part during your tenure? And
is the threat posed by biological attack—what is the level of that?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. At the time of my tenure we had a decidedly
inferior conventional forces posture and for that reason calculated
ambiguity lay behind our threat of nuclear retaliation. That no
longer drives us. It would seem to me that you want to be very
careful about moving away from calculated ambiguity because of
the incentives and the concerns that it may develop.

It is ironical perhaps that the new policy seems directed against
states with nuclear weapons, to wit North Korea, prospectively
Iran and Israel. I don’t think that the likelihood of our actually re-
taliating against Israel is very high, but they are implicitly speci-
fied when we say nuclear-armed states as our way of attempting
to back away from countries that have aspirations for nuclear
weapons.

Senator WICKER. Did I characterize your opinion correctly as say-
ing that we seem to be providing an unintended incentive for bio-
logical WMD being the weapon of choice?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, of course Secretary Baker, during the
first gulf war, did convey that we would respond to the use of
weapons of mass destruction on the part of Saddam Hussein with
overwhelming force. It was inferred that he was referring to nu-
clear weapons. We never stated that. It was calculated ambiguity.

Similarly, if I may go back, Secretary Perry did hint at some
such development at the time that Qadafi was moving toward
chemical weapons. But I'll let Bill discuss what he said at that
time.

Dr. PERRY. What I said was, when I was the Secretary and
Qadafi was moving toward a chemical weapon, I said that if they
went ahead with chemical weapons we would respond with over-
whelming force. And he could have interpreted that in many dif-
ferent ways. In a later discussion I went on to say that we would
not need nuclear weapons to use overwhelming force against Libya.
We had quite substantial conventional capability to provide over-
whelming force. So whether or not “overwhelming force” means
nuclear depends on the context.

Senator WICKER. Thank you.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. It is, of course, calculated ambiguity. [Laugh-
ter.]

The CHAIRMAN. We like calculated ambiguity.

Senator WICKER. Yes, we do.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Wicker, thank you very much.

As we wrap up, I want to note the fact, though we will have ex-
pert testimony on this later on from the Defense Department and
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elsewhere, that one of the principal reasons that we don’t think
about using those ICBM silos for missile defense is very simply
that it would cost, according to every estimate, a lot more to actu-
ally convert them than just to build a new missile defense struc-
ture, which is I believe the accurate reason why we’re not contem-
plating using them. Is that fair, gentlemen?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is correct.

Dr. PERRY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Because this point has been raised several times,
some critics of the treaty have said that missile defense or defen-
sive mechanisms occurs in the preamble and the preparatory sen-
tence. But in addition, you have these five silos at Vandenberg, for
example. These are platforms for missile defense and we've pledged
not to use the five at Vandenberg. There may be others, but those
come to mind as ones that are pointed to.

Now, when we’ve raised this question specifically with Secretary
Clinton and the group that she gathered with the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, they said this would be an inferior way to launch
missile defense. Not only don’t we need it, but we would not want
or use it.

Unless somebody has a vested interest in keeping five silos at
Vandenberg, I'm not able to see the logic of our defending some-
thing that our military people say we do not want and will not use
because we want to have a better missile defense from platforms
that will actually get the job done. Now, they didn’t use those
terms, but I'm using them as an inference that we will be involved
in missile defense and we do want the very best platforms, modern
ones that might get the job done.

But I mention this because it keeps weaving through our con-
versations, and I just ask for your further comment. Is this your
understanding of the statement we got from the Secretary?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Yes, Senator. The advantage of using the silos
at Vandenberg would be a shorter time than construction. Obvi-
ously, new construction would be cheaper.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I think you know this, but I want to,
as I say “thank you” to you, I want to really thank you on behalf
of all the committee and the Senators for your remarkable careers
and the way in which you both give unbelievable life to the concept
of public citizenship, both your stewardship in official positions and
the way you both continue to contribute to the dialogue of our
country. We're really very, very grateful to you. Thank you for
being here today.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

We stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:17 p., the hearing was adjourned.]
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

RESPONSES OF DR. JAMES SCHLESINGER TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED
BY SENATOR KERRY

Question. What were the key benefits to the United States from the years of im-
plementation of the original START Treaty? How did it help us navigate the post-
cold-war relationship with Russia?

e Were there mistakes or miscalculations that you think we or the Russians
might have made if we had not had START in place over those years?

Answer. Even in a time of deep antagonism, such as existed in the early 1970s,
arms control can set useful limits on needless production or deployment of arma-
ments. In a period like 1991, at the time of the original START Treaty, when rela-
tions are much less antagonistic, arms control can help to stabilize relationships.
The original START Treaty came at a time of growing rapprochement between the
United States and the Soviet Union. By itself arms control cannot engineer a change
in the overall relationship, but it can underscore a change.

All in all the relationship between the United States and Russia has been quite
stable, so that a turn toward nuclear threats was not likely. Nonetheless, the im-
proved relationship may have helped at a time of deep political differences such as
over the treatment and future of Serbia in the mid-1990s when the Russians moved
into Pristina. That was a moment of tension that could have led to something more.

Question. On April 10, you published a joint op-ed with Dr. Perry in which you
said that the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review “makes important strides in charting a
sustainable bipartisan path forward for the United States,” and that “healthy dis-
agreements over some NPR specifics should not obscure the valuable contribution
it makes to advancing U.S. national security interests.” You added: “Themes from
our report run through the Nuclear Posture Review and are embodied in the new
START agreement.”

e Could you elaborate on those comments?

Answer. We have made a great deal of progress, at least conceptually, in resolving
some of the differences over our nuclear posture. It is now accepted, I believe, that
we should go forward with refurbishment and life extension measures for weapons
in our stockpile. That ends a long period of domestic disagreement. We should take
advantage of ending that dispute over the future of our nuclear posture by embrac-
ing what we have agreed upon. Disagreements will remain over some specifics. For
example, there is no agreement with regard to the replacement of weapons in the
stockpile. We should not allow such remaining differences to interfere with what is
a major step forward.

I believe that the nuclear posture review very closely, though not slavishly, fol-
lowed the recommendations of the Commission. In addition, the Commission indi-
cated that we could reduce our strategic nuclear armaments, provided that reduc-
tions were parallel to those of Russia. The Commission’s recommendation that the
United States not be inferior in strategic arms to other nations—in light of our
responsibilities under extended deterrence have indeed been carried out.

Question. In your 1992 testimony on the original START Treaty, you pointed out
that any evaluation of a verification regime for a treaty needs to take account of
the political context of the time. So the way we looked at the verification regime
of the START Treaty in 1992—with the Warsaw Pact already broken up and the
Soviet Union itself in the process of doing so—was different than we might have
looked at it right after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. How should we think
about the role of verification in the current era?

Answer. The verification regime under New START is less demanding than it was
under the original START Treaty. In part, that reflects the relaxation with respect
to rules on throw weights and MIRVs—so that the needs of verification, given these
standards, are reduced. Given the overall political relationship between the United
States and Russia we believe that verification is adequate at this time. I regret, of
course, along with others, that we no longer have observers at Voktinsk. That is
regrettable. Yet, one must recognize that, since the United States is not producing
new missiles, the Russians regard the observers at Voktinsk as a one-sided conces-
sion on their part.

Question. The Strategic Posture Commission endorsed having the United States
and Russia explore moving the arms control process beyond a first agreement on
modest reductions, but cautioned that there are numerous challenges that await
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that effort. Could you describe what you see as the most important opportunities
to move beyond modest reductions, and the most important challenges?

o What does this tell us, more broadly, about what really can be achieved through
arms control?

Answer. The most important challenge, and simultaneously we may hope the
most important opportunity, is to deal with the issue of tactical nuclear weapons.
The Russians still maintain a disproportionately large inventory of tactical nuclear
weapons, while the United States has radically reduced its own inventory. Not only
is the Russian position numerically lopsided, but because of geography it is inher-
ently asymmetrical. We have failed to grapple with this issue since the agreed
reductions in the 1990s of tactical nuclear weapons. Over the last decade we have
failed to face up to this issue. In my judgment, until such time as the Russians are
prepared seriously to negotiate on the issue of tactical nuclear weapons, it would
be imprudent to move beyond the reductions of the current agreement.

More broadly, what it tells us is that this era any further actions with regard to
a single category of weapons such as strategic missiles, cannot be examined in isola-
tion. It must be examined in an overall context would include, not only tactical
nuclear weapons, but overall conventional capabilities as well. Such further reduc-
tions would imply, however, a greater demand on both verification and compliance.

RESPONSES OF DR. JAMES SCHLESINGER TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED
BY SENATOR RISCH

Question. In your statement to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, you
stated that prior to ratification of new START, the Senate will wish to carefully
scrutinize the treaty in more than the narrow context of strategic weapons, specifi-
cally: (a) The balance between Russian tactical nuclear weapons and strategic weap-
ons; (b) a unilateral reduction in the number of launchers (no Russian reductions)
and the effect of reduced launchers on increasing instability due to reduced targets;
(c) the effect of the bomber counting rules on stability; and (d) the effect of the
treaty in terms of extended deterrence (and Russian tactical superiority). Is it still
your recommendation that the Senate examine the answers to these questions and
on that basis determine whether to ratify this treaty?

Answer. Indeed it remains my strong recommendation that the Senate examine
all these questions, as it deliberates on whether or not to ratify the New Start
Treaty. Additional questions to be pondered, such as the decision to ban the Navy’s
nuclear land attack missile (TLAM-N), would focus particularly on the Russian
stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons. It would seem to me that until we get a grasp
on the latter issue, the administration should not consider any further reductions
in our strategic posture.

Question. The Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United
States, which you cochaired, concluded that, “[als the United States proceeds with
stockpile refurbishment and modernization, it must ensure that the design, assess-
ment, and engineering processes remain sufficiently intellectually competitive to re-
sult in a stockpile of weapons that meet the highest standards of safety, security,
and reliability.” And you also noted in your recent testimony, “[algain, I repeat that
the Russians have a live production base. They turn over their inventory of nuclear
weapons every 10 years. We do not.” As you know, section 1251 of the FY 2010
NDAA requires the President to provide a 10-year plan for the modernization of the
U.S. nuclear deterrent when the administration submits the START follow-on treaty
to the Senate.

e How important do you consider it that the Senate ensures a robust plan with
serious prospects for its support over the full 10 years, prior to deciding whether
or not to consent to the ratification of the START follow-on treaty?

e If the administration’s 1251 plan is not robust and is not accompanied by a
clear commitment to fund it over the life of the treaty, should Senators take
that into account when deciding whether to support the treaty?

I believe that it is immensely important for the Senate to ensure, what the admin-
istration has stated as its intent; i.e., that there be a robust plan with a continu-
ation of its support over the full 10 years, before it proceeds to ratify this START
follow-on treaty. Included in this is a clear, continuous, and successful effort to prod
the Appropriations Committee of the House to provide the funding, which it has
been reluctant to do over recent years.

I reiterate that the administration will have made a commitment with its 1251
plan. It would be obligatory for the administration to see to it that it is carried out,
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and it is certainly appropriate for Senators to take that into account, when deciding
whether or not to support the treaty.

Question. Obviously this is a bilateral treaty between the United States and Rus-
sia, however, the United States has numerous security commitments with other
nations, both bilaterally as well as through the North Atlantic Treaty and other
agreements. In the broader security context, do you believe this treaty helps or
hlilnde;rs America’s ability to provide deterrence and guarantee the security of our
allies?

Answer. The treaty is intended to generate diplomatic support and to indicate
that the United States is fulfilling its obligation to reduce its nuclear forces under
the NPT. It may be successful in terms of generating such diplomatic support. How-
ever, for those countries which may feel themselves subject to pressures from major
powers, the reduction in U.S. forces under the treaty, to some extent unilateral, will
not help to build confidence in U.S. deterrence. This is particularly true for our
allies in Central Europe who have been subject to at least hints of military pressure
from Russia—as well as to many observers in Japan.

Question. In your testimony in 1991, you referenced the “limitations of arms con-
trol.” Can you describe for us what you mean by limitations? Are we quickly reach-
ing these limitations?

Answer. To some people arms control is a panacea, if not a religion. Arms control
cannot transform relationships of antagonism. Arms control only can work when
both sides recognize that by using constraints, on either the production or deploy-
ment of weapons, they can enhance strategic stability and their own security. Main-
taining overall strategic stability is always required. Those who think that arms
control should be focused primarily or solely on reducing the number of weapons can
endanger strategic stability. As indicated in response to a previous question, the
U.S. failure over many years to come to grips with the issue of tactical nuclear
weapons (which is asymmetrically advantageous to the Russians) suggests that we
have reached the limits available at this time.

Question. Drs. Perry and Schlesinger, your Commission stated that the labora-
tories and military should be free to look at the full “spectrum of options” (i.e., refur-
bishment, reuse, and replacement) on a case-by-case basis as it looks to ensure the
safety, security, and reliability of its current stockpile into the future. Specifically,
your report mentioned modernization programs range from simple life extension
through component redesign and replacement up to and including full redesign,
whichever NNSA thinks makes the greatest technical and strategic sense.” How-
ever, the recently released NPR states that “the United States will give strong pref-
erence to options for refurbishment or reuse. Last week, before the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the Commander of U.S. Strategic Command, General Chilton,
stated: “We should not constrain our engineers and scientists in developing options
on what it will take to achieve the objectives of the Stockpile Management Program,
and let them bring forward their best recommendations as to what is the best way
forward.” Do you agree with General Chilton? Do you think the NPR should be
clarified to ensure, as General Chilton suggested, “we should not constrain our engi-
neers and scientists”?

Answer. I happen to agree with General Chilton that we should not constrain our
engineers and scientists. However, we have happily reached a national consensus
that we should proceed with refurbishment and life extension programs. The Com-
mission did recommend that weapons be looked at on a case-by-case basis, including
replacement. I would prefer that that be the national policy. One fears that the bias
against replacement would have a chilling effect on laboratory scientists and sus-
taining their intellectual capacity for weapons development.

However, the NPR is what it is—and 1s not likely to be modified. The NPR does
reveal the national consensus. We should proceed with refurbishment; that is a
major step forward compared with where we have been. Also, there is an option in
the NPR that if replacement is necessary it could conceivably proceed with the
approval of the President and the Congress.
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TUESDAY, MAY 18, 2010

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room
SD-106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John F. Kerry
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Kerry, Dodd, Feingold, Boxer, Cardin, Casey,
Shaheen, Kaufman, Gillibrand, Lugar, Corker, Isakson, Risch,
DeMint, Barrasso, and Wicker.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. KERRY,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order. Thank you all for
coming today.

This is a terrific lineup for any hearing, but obviously particu-
larly for this hearing on the START Treaty—our top diplomat, our
top defense official, and our top military official. It’s a lineup that
underscores the Obama administration’s commitment not just to
the ratification of New START, but to having an open and honest,
thorough debate that moves beyond partisanship and sound bites.

The administration’s commitment is well placed, because at
stake is the future of over 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weap-
ons and our credibility in the eyes of more than 180 states that are
party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

As the panel knows, I believe—and I think Senator Lugar shares
this—that the New START agreement will make America safer, be-
cause the day that this treaty enters into force, the United States
will strengthen its fight against nuclear terrorism and nuclear pro-
liferation, gain a fuller understanding of Russia’s nuclear forces,
and revitalize our relations with Moscow.

What’s more, I have no doubt that the administration’s plan to
maintain and modernize our nuclear weapons infrastructure dem-
onstrates a firm commitment to keeping our nuclear deterrent safe
and effective for as long as is needed.

This committee will continue to give the New START Treaty the
full and careful consideration that it deserves. We have already
heard from Secretaries Perry and Schlesinger. And in the coming
days, we will hear from Secretaries Baker and Kissinger, as well.
When our review is complete, I'm confident that we can reach a
strong bipartisan consensus on advice and consent to ratification,
just as we did on START I and the Moscow Treaty.

(33)
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I believe the case for the treaty is powerful. Most immediately,
New START significantly reduces the number of warheads, mis-
siles, and launchers that the United States and Russia can deploy,
eliminating surplus cold-war armaments as we turn to face the
threats of the 21st century.

It eliminates those weapons in a transparent manner. The origi-
nal START Treaty had verification mechanisms that enabled us to
see what the Russians were doing with their missiles and bombers.
But that treaty expired on December 5 of last year. Since then, we
have, daily, been losing visibility into Russia’s nuclear activities.
The New START Treaty restores that visibility, providing valuable
information about Russian weapons and allowing us to inspect
Russian military facilities.

By verifiably reducing the number of United States and Russian
weapons, we're strengthening the stability and predictability of our
nuclear relationship. More than that, we are strengthening our dip-
lomatic relationship, making it more likely that we can secure
Moscow’s cooperation on key priorities, like stopping Iran’s nuclear
program.

But, the implications of this treaty extend far beyond United
States-Russian relations. As we hold this hearing, diplomats from
dozens of nations are meeting in New York to review implementa-
tion of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, a crucial barrier
against the spread of nuclear weapons to rogue states and terror-
ists.

Today, far more than in recent years, those nations are rallying
behind the United States and its efforts to lessen the nuclear
threat. New START has already helped us to isolate Iran and de-
flect its efforts to cast the United States as the threat to the NPT.

For all that it accomplishes, this treaty is only the first step in
a more far-reaching effort. In announcing the negotiation of New
START, Presidents Obama and Medvedev said that they were try-
ing to move beyond cold war mentalities. By giving its advice and
consent to ratification, the Senate will speed up that evolution and
lay the groundwork for further arms control efforts.

Likewise, the original START Treaty provided a foundation for
the Nunn-Lugar program, a signature effort led by our friend Dick
Lugar, which has dismantled and secured strategic nuclear weap-
ons in the former Soviet Union. New START builds on that founda-
tion so that we may continue to cooperatively secure nuclear mate-
riels in Russia and beyond.

If we do not approve New START, there will be serious con-
sequences for America’s vital nonproliferation efforts. As James
Schlesinger testified to this committee, “For the United States at
this juncture to fail to ratify the treaty in the course of the Senate’s
deliberation would have a detrimental effect on our ability to influ-
ence others with regard to, particularly, the nonproliferation issue.”

We all understand that questions have been raised about New
START. And it is this committee’s responsibility to give those con-
cerns a fair hearing. We will.

Some have alleged that it will constrain our missile defense plan,
which it will not. In fact, it allows us to proceed with all of our
planned testing and deployments.



35

Some have charged that it will narrow our conventional strike
options, which it will not. We will still be able to deploy conven-
tional warheads to promptly target enemy sites around the globe.

Others have argued that we cannot eliminate surplus weapons,
because our nuclear infrastructure is aging. But, the administra-
tion’s plan to spend $80 billion to improve that infrastructure
should lay those questions properly to rest.

To explain the contours of this treaty, we are fortunate to have
three very distinguished witnesses with us. As Secretary of State,
Hillary Clinton has worked tirelessly to leverage America’s
progress on strategic arms control in our fight against nuclear pro-
liferation and nuclear terrorism. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates
has served Presidents of both parties with great distinction in a re-
markable range of roles. He is one of our Nation’s most respected
voices on national security. ADM Mike Mullen, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is providing farsighted leadership to our
military at a time of great challenge and transition, as we fight two
wars and face the diffused threats of the post-9/11 world.

Both Admiral Mullen and Secretary Gates were originally ap-
pointed to their current positions by the last administration and
their support for New START is a sign that the treaty is consistent
with our long tradition of bipartisanship on strategic arms control.

So, we thank you all for being here today. We look forward to
your testimony and the opportunity to discuss this important
treaty.

Senator Lugar.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR,
U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator LUGAR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I join you in welcoming Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and
Admiral Mullen to the Foreign Relations Committee once again.

We are very pleased that our national security leadership is with
us to present the New START Treaty and to answer the questions
of Senators.

Our witnesses have been deeply involved in the negotiation of
the New START Treaty, as well as the formation of the broader
context of nuclear weapons policy. Secretary Clinton undertook
many discussions on the treaty with her counterpart, Foreign Min-
ister Lavrov. Secretary Gates has a long association with this
treaty, going back to the meetings he attended in Moscow in 2008
with Secretary of State Rice. Admiral Mullen undertook several im-
portant meetings on the treaty and related issues with General
Makarov, the Russian chief of the general staff, as well as other
Russian officials. Consequently, each of our leaders today comes to
the treaty with unique experiences that can inform Senate consid-
eration of the pact. Their personal involvement and commitment to
this process underscores the consensus within the administration
and the military leadership of our country that the New START
Treaty will benefit United States national security.

As the Foreign Relations Committee and the Senate begins to ex-
amine the New START Treaty in greater detail, I would urge the
three of you, as our witnesses today, to devote personal energy to
accelerating the timetable for producing the National Intelligence
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Estimate and a formal verification assessment related to the
treaty.

The President has declared the New START Treaty to be a top
legislative objective, has called for Senate approval this year. Fail-
ing to deliver these reviews related to the START Treaty in expe-
dited fashion would diminish perceptions of the priority of the
treaty and complicate the Senate debate timetable.

On April 29, our committee heard from former Secretaries of
Defense William Perry and James Schlesinger, who voiced their
support for ratifying the treaty.

Secretary Schlesinger stated, “I think that it is obligatory for the
United States to ratify.” He continued, “Any treaty is going to have
limitations, questionable areas. There are some in this treaty. We
need to watch them for the future. But, that does not mean that
this it should be rejected.”

Now, Secretary Perry underscored the importance of treaty ratifi-
cation to broader U.S. arms-control objectives, asserting, “If we fail
to ratify this treaty, the United States will have forfeited any right
to provide leadership in this field throughout the world.”

Secretary Schlesinger concurred, saying, “For the United States
at this juncture to fail to ratify the treaty in the due course of the
Senate deliberation would have a detrimental effect on our ability
to influence others with regard to, particularly, the nonproliferation
issues.”

In my view, even as we carefully examine individual provisions
of the treaty, the United States choice to deliberately forgo a stra-
tegic nuclear arms control regime with Russia would be an
extremely precarious strategy. Distancing ourselves from nuclear
engagement with Russia would greatly reduce our knowledge of
what is happening in Russia, hinder our ability to consult with
Moscow in a timely manner on nuclear and other national security
issues, further strain our own defense resources, weaken our
nonproliferation diplomacy worldwide, and potentially heighten
arms competition.

During the post-cold-war era, the United States security has
been helped immeasurably by the existence of the START Treaty
and related arms control endeavors.

As an author of the Nunn-Lugar program, I've traveled to the
former Soviet Union on numerous occasions to encourage and to
witness the safeguarding and destruction of weapons covered by
START and other initiatives. The destruction of thousands of weap-
ons is a monumental achievement for our countries. But, the proc-
ess surrounding this joint effort is as important as the numbers of
weapons eliminated.

The United States-Russian relationship has been through numer-
ous highs and lows in the post-cold-war era. Throughout this pe-
riod, START inspections and consultations, and the corresponding
threat reduction activities of the Nunn-Lugar program, have been
a constant that have served to reduce miscalculations and, finally,
to build respect.

This has not prevented highly contentious disagreements with
Moscow, but it has meant that we have not had to wonder about
the makeup and the disposition of Russian nuclear forces during
periods of tension.



37

It’s also reduced, though not eliminated, the proliferation threat
posed by the nuclear arsenal of the former Soviet Union.

In my judgment, the question before us is not whether we should
have a strategic nuclear arms agreement with Russia, but, rather,
whether the New START Treaty’s provisions meet our objectives,
and how they’ll be implemented in the context of our broader na-
tional security strategy.

Arms control is not a static enterprise governed solely by words
on a treaty document. The success or failure of a treaty also de-
pends on the determination to which it is verified and enforced. It
depends on the rationality of the defense programs backing up the
treaty. And it depends on the international atmosphere in which it
contributes.

For these reasons, Senators are interested in numerous questions
peripheral to the treaty, including our plans for warhead mod-
ernization and missile defense. We are eager to hear the adminis-
tration’s perspectives on these elements of our defense policy, as
well as the witnesses’ views on the New START Treaty and our re-
lationship with Russia.

I appreciate that our top national security leadership is person-
ally invested in the Senate ratification process. And I look forward
to working with you and members of this committee to achieve a
timely treaty review that will fully inform Senate consideration.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.

Madam Secretary and Mr. Secretary and Admiral Mullen, as I
ask for your testimony, I would like to ask you each—if each of you
wants to, but certainly, at least one of you—to address a question
that is much in the news this morning. The deal brokered by Brazil
and Turkey with Iran is a deal that, at first blush, one might inter-
pret as a swap of the 3-percent low-enriched uranium for the 20-
percent medical-isotope uranium. But, as we know, during the
course of the months since that original deal was put on the table,
Iran has gone from about 1,800 kilograms to 2,300 kilograms. And
so, it is not the same deal. And it is our understanding that the
potential for a breakout to one nuclear weapon would exist during
the time of this swap, absent further ingredients of a deal; i.e., the
TIAEA oversight, the answering of questions, an agreement not to
enrich to 20 percent, et cetera.

So, we would ask you if you might, at the top of your testimony,
address the question of the administration’s attitude toward this at
this point, and whether or not it’s your understanding that it is in-
deed a swap in exchange for not going up to 20 percent enrichment,
or that would have to be a demand.

So, Madam Secretary, we recognize you first, and then Secretary
Gates and Admiral Mullen.

STATEMENT OF HON. HILLARY CLINTON, SECRETARY OF
STATE, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Chairman Kerry and Senator Lugar
and members of the committee, thank you for calling several hear-
ings on the New START Treaty, and for this invitation to appear
before you. We deeply appreciate your commitment to this critical
issue. And I think both the chairman and the ranking member’s
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opening statements made very clear what is at stake and how we
must proceed in the consideration of this treaty in expeditious
manner.

It’s a pleasure to testify along with Secretary Gates and Admiral
Mullen, because we share a strong belief that the New START
Treaty will make our country more secure.

This treaty also reflects our growing cooperation with Russia on
matters of mutual interest, and it will aid us in advancing our
broader nonproliferation agenda. To that end, we have been work-
ing closely with our P5+1 partners for several weeks on the draft
of a new sanctions resolution on Iran. And today, I am pleased to
announce to this committee, we have reached agreement on a
strong draft, with the cooperation of both Russia and China. We
plan to circulate that draft resolution to the entire Security Council
today.

And let me say, Mr. Chairman, that I think this announcement
is as convincing an answer to the efforts undertaken in Tehran,
over the last few days, as any we could provide.

There are a number of unanswered questions regarding the an-
nouncement coming from Tehran. And although we acknowledge
the sincere efforts of both Turkey and Brazil to find a solution re-
garding Iran’s standoff with the international community over its
nuclear program, the P5+1, which consists, of course, of Russia,
China, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Ger-
many, along with the High Representative of the EU, are pro-
ceeding to rally the international community on behalf of a strong
sanctions resolution that will, in our view, send an unmistakable
message about what is expected from Iran.

We can certainly go into more detail about that during the Q&A,
but let me turn to the matter at hand, because I think, as convinc-
ingly as I can make the case for the many reasons why this New
START Treaty is in the interests of the national security of the
United States of America, the relationship with Russia is a key
part of that kind of security. And as Senator Lugar said in his
opening remarks, during all the ups and downs, during the heights
and the depths of the cold war, one constant was our continuing
efforts to work toward the elimination of, and the curtailment of,
strategic arms in a way that built confidence and avoided mis-
calculation.

Now, some may argue that we don’t need the New START Trea-
ty, but the choice before us is between this treaty and no treaty
governing our nuclear security relationship with Russia; between
this treaty and no agreed verification mechanisms on Russia’s stra-
tegic nuclear forces; between this treaty and no legal obligation for
FusTia to maintain its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed
evel.

And as Secretary Gates has pointed out, every previous Presi-
dent who faced this choice has found that the United States is bet-
ter off with a treaty than without one. And the United States Sen-
ate has always agreed. The 2002 Moscow Treaty was approved by
a vote of 95 to nothing. The 1991 START Treaty was approved by
93 to 6.

More than 2 years ago, President Bush began the process that
has led to the New START Treaty that we are discussing today.
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Now, it, too, has already received bipartisan support in testimony
before this committee. And as the chairman and the ranking mem-
ber acknowledged, former Secretary James Schlesinger, Secretary
of Defense for Presidents Nixon and Ford, Secretary of Energy for
President Carter, declared that it is obligatory for the United
States to ratify it.

Today I'd like to discuss what the New START Treaty is and
what it isn’t. It is a treaty that, if ratified, will provide stability,
transparency, and predictability for the two countries with more
than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons. It is a treaty that
will reduce the permissible number of Russian and United States
deployed strategic warheads to 1,550. This is a level we have not
reached since the 1950s.

In addition, each country will be limited to 700 deployed stra-
tegic delivery vehicles and 800 deployed and nondeployed strategic
missile launchers and heavy bombers.

These targets will help the United States and Russia bring our
deployed strategic arsenals, which were sized for the cold war, to
levels that are appropriate for today’s threats.

This is a treaty that will help us track remaining weapons, with
an extensive verification regime. This regime draws upon our expe-
rience over the last 15 years in implementing the original START
Treaty, which expired in December.

The verification measures reflect today’s realities, including the
fewer number of facilities in Russia, compared with the former
Soviet Union. And for the first time ever, we will be monitoring the
actual numbers of warheads on deployed strategic missiles.

Moreover, by bringing the New START Treaty into force, we will
strengthen our national security more broadly, including by cre-
ating greater leverage to tackle a core national security challenge:
nuclear proliferation.

Now, I am not suggesting that this treaty alone will convince
Iran or North Korea to change their behavior. But, it does dem-
onstrate our leadership and strengthens our hand as we seek to
hold these and other governments accountable, whether that
means further isolating Iran and enforcing the rules against viola-
tors or convincing other countries to get a better handle on their
own nuclear materiels. And it conveys to other nations that we are
committed to real reductions, and to holding up our end of the bar-
gain under the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

In my discussions with many foreign leaders, including earlier
this month in New York at the beginning of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty Review Conference, I have already seen how this New
START Treaty, and the fact that the United States and Russia
could agree, has made it more difficult for other countries to shift
the conversation back to the United States. We are seeing an in-
creasing willingness both to be held accountable and to hold others
accountable.

A ratified New START Treaty would also continue our progress
toward broader United States-Russia cooperation. We believe this
is critical to other foreign policy priorities, including dealing with
Iran’s nuclear program, cooperating on Afghanistan, and pursuing
trade and investment.
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Already, the negotiations over this treaty have advanced our
efforts to reset the United States-Russian relationship. There is
renewed vigor in our discussion, on every level, including those
between our Presidents, our military leaders, and between me and
my counterpart, Foreign Minister Lavrov.

Now, our approach to this relationship is pragmatic and clear-
eyed. And our efforts, including this treaty, are producing tangible
benefits for U.S. national security.

At the same time, we are deepening and broadening our partner-
ships with allies. In my recent meetings in Tallinn, Estonia, with
our other NATO allies, they expressed an overwhelmingly positive
and supportive view of the New START Treaty.

Now, there are also things that this new treaty will not do. As
both Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen will discuss more fully,
the New START Treaty does not compromise the nuclear force lev-
els we need to protect ourselves and our allies. The treaty does not
infringe upon the flexibility we need to maintain our forces, includ-
ing the bombers, submarines, and missiles, in a way that best
serve our national security interests. The treaty does not constrain
our plans for missile defense efforts.

Those of you who worked with me in the Senate know I take a
backseat to no one in my strong support of missile defense. So, I
want to this point very clearly. Nothing in the New START Treaty
constrains our missile defense efforts.

Russia has issued a unilateral statement on missile defense, ex-
pressing its views. We have not agreed to this view, and we are not
bound by this unilateral statement. In fact, we’ve issued our own
unilateral statement, making it clear that the United States in-
tends to continue improving and deploying our missile defense sys-
tems, and nothing in this treaty prevents us from doing so.

The treaty’s preamble does include language acknowledging the
relationship between strategic offensive and defensive forces. But,
this is simply a statement of fact. It does not constrain our missile
defense programs in any way. In fact, a similar provision was part
of the original START Treaty, and did not prevent us from devel-
oping our missile defenses.

The treaty does contain language prohibiting the conversion or
use of offensive missile launchers for missile defense interceptors,
and vice versa. But, we never planned to do that anyway. As Gen-
eral O’Reilly, our Missile Defense Director has said, it is actually
cheaper to build smaller, tailormade missile defense silos than to
convert offensive launchers. And the treaty does not restrict us
from building new missile defense launchers, 14 of which we are
currently constructing in Alaska.

This administration has requested $9.9 billion for missile defense
in FY 2011, almost $700 million more than Congress provided in
FY 2010. This request reflects our commitment to missile defense
and our conviction that we have done nothing, and there is no in-
terpretation to the contrary, that in any way undermines that com-
mitment.

Finally, the New START Treaty does not restrict our ability to
modernize our nuclear weapons complex to sustain a safe, secure,
and effective deterrent. This administration has called for a 10-
percent increase in the FY 2011 budget for overall weapons and
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infrastructure activities, and a 25-percent increase in direct stock-
pile work. This was not in previous budgets. And during the next
10 years, this administration proposes investing $80 billion into
our nuclear weapons complex.

So, let’s take a step back and put the New START Treaty into
a larger context. This treaty is only one part of our country’s
broader efforts to reduce the threat posed by the deadliest weapons
the world has ever known. And we owe special gratitude to Senator
Lugar for his leadership and commitment through all the years on
this issue.

This administration is facing, head on, the problems of nuclear
proliferation and terrorism. We have several coordinated efforts, in-
cluding the Nuclear Posture Review, the recently concluded
Nuclear Security Summit, and the ongoing Non-Proliferation
Treaty Review Conference.

While a ratified New START Treaty stands on its own terms, in
the reflection of the benefits of—in national security for our coun-
try, it is also a part of our broader efforts.

So, Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar, members of this committee,
thank you for having us here, and for all of your past and future
attention to this New START Treaty. We stand ready to work with
you, as you undertake your constitutional responsibilities, and to
answer all your questions today and in the coming weeks.

And we are confident that, at the end of this process, you will
come to the conclusion that so many of your predecessors have
shared over so many years, on both sides of the aisle, that this
treaty makes our country more secure and merits the Senate’s ad-
vice and consent to ratification.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Clinton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF STATE HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Chairman Kerry, Senator Lugar, and members of the committee, thank you for
calling several hearings on the new START treaty and for the invitation to appear
before you. I appreciate your commitment to this critical issue.

It is a pleasure to testify with Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen. We share a
strong belief that the New START Treaty will make our country more secure. We
urge the Senate to approve it.

Some argue that we don’t need the New START Treaty. But the choice before us
is between this treaty and no treaty governing our nuclear security relationship
with Russia; between this treaty and no agreed verification mechanisms on Russia’s
strategic nuclear forces; between this treaty and no legal obligation for Russia to
maintain its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed level.

As Secretary Gates has pointed out, every previous President who faced this
choice has found that the United States is better off with a treaty than without one,
and the U.S. Senate has always agreed. The 2002 Moscow Treaty was approved by
a vote of 95 to 0. The 1991 START Treaty—93 to 6.

More than 2 years ago, President Bush began the process that has led to the New
START Treaty we are discussing today. It, too, has already received bipartisan sup-
port. As James Schlesinger, the Secretary of Defense for Presidents Nixon and Ford
and Secretary of Energy for President Carter, declared before this committee, “It is
obligatory for the United States to ratify” it.

Today, I'd like to discuss what the New START Treaty is, and what it isn’t.

It is a treaty that, if ratified, will provide stability, transparency, and predict-
ability for the two countries with more than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weap-
ons.

It is a treaty that will reduce the permissible number of Russian and United
States deployed strategic warheads to 1,550. This is a level we have not reached
since the 1950s. In addition, each country will be limited to 700 deployed strategic
delivery vehicles and 800 deployed and nondeployed strategic missile launchers and
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heavy bombers. These targets will help the United States and Russia bring our de-
ployed strategic arsenals, which were sized for the cold war, to levels that are ap-
propriate to today’s threats.

It is a treaty that will help us track remaining weapons with an extensive
verification regime. This regime draws upon our experience over the last 15 years
in implementing the original START Treaty, which expired in December. The
verification measures reflect today’s realities, including the fewer number of facili-
ties in Russia compared with the former Soviet Union. And for the first time, we
will be monitoring the actual numbers of warheads on deployed strategic missiles.

Moreover, by bringing the New START Treaty into force, we will strengthen our
national security more broadly, including by creating greater leverage to tackle a
core national security challenge: nuclear proliferation.

I'm not suggesting that this treaty alone will convince Iran or North Korea to
change their behavior. But it demonstrates our leadership and strengthens our hand
as we seek to hold other governments accountable—whether that means further iso-
lating Iran and enforcing the rules against violators, or convincing other countries
to get a better handle on their own nuclear materiels. And it conveys to other na-
tions that we are committed to real reductions, and to holding up our end of the
bargain under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. In my discussions with foreign leaders,
including earlier this month in New York, I have already seen how the New START
’é‘reaty makes it difficult for other countries to shift the conversation to the United

tates.

A ratified New START Treaty would also continue our progress toward broader
United States-Russian cooperation, which is critical to other foreign policy priorities,
including dealing with Iran’s nuclear program, cooperating on Afghanistan, and pur-
suing increased trade and investment. Already, the negotiations over this treaty
have advanced our efforts to reset the United States-Russian relationship. There is
renewed vigor in our discussions on every level, including those between our Presi-
dents, our military leaders, and with my counterpart, Foreign Minister Lavrov. Our
approach to this relationship is pragmatic and clear-eyed. And our efforts—includ-
ing this treaty—are producing tangible benefits for U.S. national security.

At the same time, we are deepening and broadening our partnerships with our
allies. In my recent meetings with the other NATO members, they expressed an
overwhelmingly positive and supportive view of the New START Treaty.

There are also things that this treaty will not do.

As Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen will discuss more fully, the New START
Treaty does not compromise the nuclear force levels we need to protect ourselves
and our allies.

The treaty does not infringe upon the flexibility we need to maintain our forces,
including bombers, submarines, and missiles, in the way that best serves our na-
tional security interests.

The treaty does not constrain our missile defense efforts. Those of you who
worked with me in the Senate know I take a back seat to no one in my strong sup-
port of missile defense, so I want to make this point very clearly. Nothing in the
New START Treaty constrains our missile defense efforts.

e Russia has issued a unilateral statement on missile defense expressing its view.
We have not agreed to this view and we are not bound by it. In fact, we've
issued our own statement making clear that the United States intends to con-
tinue improving and deploying its missile defense systems. Nothing in the
treaty will constrain our missile defense efforts.

e The treaty’s preamble does include language acknowledging the relationship be-
tween strategic offensive and defensive forces. But this is simply a statement
of fact. It does not constrain our missile defense programs in any way. In fact,
a similar provision was part of the original START Treaty and did not prevent
us from developing our missile defenses.

e The treaty does contain language prohibiting the conversion or use of offensive
missile launchers for missile defense interceptors and vice versa. But as Gen-
eral O’Reilly, our Missile Defense Director, has said, it is actually cheaper to
build smaller, tailor-made missile defense silos than to convert offensive launch-
ers. And the treaty does not restrict us from building new missile defense
launchers, 14 of which we’re currently constructing in Alaska.

This administration has requested $9.9 billion for missile defense in FY 2011,
almost $700 million more than Congress provided in FY 2010. This request reflects
our commitment to missile defense.

Finally, the New START Treaty does not restrict our ability to modernize our nu-
clear weapons complex to sustain a safe, secure, and effective deterrent. This admin-
istration has called for a 10-percent increase in FY 2011 for overall weapons and
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infrastructure activities, and a 25-percent increase in direct stockpile work. During
the next 10 years, this administration proposes investing $80 billion into our
nuclear weapons complex.

Let’s take a step back and put the New START Treaty into a larger context. This
treaty is only one part of our country’s broader effort to reduce the threat posed by
the deadliest weapons the world has ever known. And we owe special gratitude to
Senator Lugar for his leadership and commitment on this issue.

This administration is facing head on the problems of nuclear proliferation and
terrorism. We have several coordinated efforts, including our new Nuclear Posture
Review, the recently concluded Nuclear Security Summit, and the ongoing Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty Review Conference. While a ratified New START Treaty stands on
its own in terms of national security benefits for our country, it is also part of our
broader efforts.

Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar, and members of the committee, thank you again
for having us here today and for all your past and future attention to the New
START Treaty. We stand ready to work with you as you undertake your constitu-
tionle{ll responsibilities, and to answer all your questions today and in the coming
weeks.

We are confident that at the end of this process, you will come to the same conclu-
sion that we and many others have reached—that the New START Treaty makes
our country more secure and merits the Senate’s advice and consent to ratification.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Madam Secretary. We
appreciate it.

May I say, also, that Secretary Gottemoeller and Ellen Tauscher
and the whole team did a terrific job of keeping the committee
appraised and briefed. And we had a number of sessions and even
colleagues who went to Geneva. So, we thank you for the coopera-
tion. And that is very, very helpful in getting us here.

Secretary Gates.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT GATES, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary GATES. Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar, members of the
committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak today regarding
the agreement between the United States and Russia on the New
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.

This treaty reduces the strategic nuclear forces of our two na-
tions in a manner that strengthens the strategic stability of our re-
leﬂcionship and protects the security of the American people and our
allies.

America’s nuclear arsenal remains a vital pillar of our national
security, deterring potential adversaries and reassuring allies and
partners. As such, the first step of the year-long Nuclear Posture
Review was an extensive analysis which, among other things,
determined how many nuclear delivery vehicles and deployed war-
heads were needed. This, in turn, provided the basis for our nego-
tiations of START.

The results of those studies give me confidence that the Depart-
ment of Defense will be able to maintain a strong and effective
nuclear deterrent while modernizing our weapons to ensure that
they are safe, secure, and reliable, all within the limits of the new
treaty.

The U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent will continue to be based on
the triad of delivery systems—intercontinental ballistic missiles,
submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and nuclear-capable heavy
bombers—within the boundaries negotiated in the New START
Treaty. Those are an upper boundary of 1,550 deployed warheads,
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up to 700 deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and nuclear-capable
heavy bombers, and up to 800 deployed and nondeployed ICBM
launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers equipped for nu-
clear armaments.

Under this treaty, we retain the power to determine the composi-
tion of our force structure, allowing the United States complete
flexibility to deploy, maintain, and modernize our strategic nuclear
forces in a manner that best protects our national security inter-
ests.

The Defense Department has established a baseline force struc-
ture to guide our planning, one that does not require changes to
current or planned basing arrangements. The Department will re-
tain 240 deployed submarine-launched ballistic missiles, distrib-
uted among 14 submarines, each of which will have 20 launch
tubes. This is the most survivable leg of the triad, and reducing the
number of missiles carried on each submarine, from 24 to 20, will
facilitate Navy planning for the Ohio-class submarine replacement.

Recognizing the flexibility of the bomber leg of the triad, we will
retain up to 60 deployed heavy bombers, including all 18 oper-
ational B—2s. At the same time, we will—we have to consider the
Air Force’s planning for a long-range strike replacement, and plan
to convert a number of B-52Hs to a conventional-only role.

Finally, the United States will retain up to 420 deployed single
warhead Minuteman-3 ICBMs at our current three missile bases.

Let me also address some of the things that the New START
Treaty will not affect, echoing Secretary Clinton.

First, the treaty will not constrain the United States from de-
ploying the most effective missile defenses possible, nor impose ad-
ditional costs or barriers on those defenses. And [—speaking of sto-
ries in the news this morning and the last couple of days, I'll be
happy to discuss the article in the New York Times this morning
about the SM—3 missile.

As the administration’s Ballistic Missile Defense Review and
budget plans make clear, the United States will continue to im-
prove our capability to defend ourselves, our deployed forces, and
our allies and partners, against ballistic missile threats. We made
this clear to the Russians in a unilateral statement made in con-
nection with the treaty.

Furthermore, the New START does not restrict our ability to de-
velop and deploy prompt global strike—prompt conventional strike
capabilities that could attack targets anywhere on the globe in an
hour or less.

The treaty’s limit of 700 deployed delivery vehicles, combined
with the associated ceiling of 1,550 deployed warheads, accommo-
dates the limited number of conventional warheads we may need
for this capability. We are also currently examining potential fu-
ture long-range weapon systems for prompt global strike that
would not be limited by the treaty.

In my view, a key contribution of this treaty is its provision for
a strong verification regime. While the intelligence community will
provide a detailed classified assessment, I would like to emphasize
some of the key elements of this regime, which provides a firm
basis for monitoring Russia’s compliance with its treaty obligations
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while also providing important insights into the size and the com-
position of Russian strategic forces.

The treaty allows each party to conduct up to 18 onsite inspec-
tions each year at operating bases for ICBMs, SSBNs, and nuclear-
capable heavy bombers, as well as storage facilities, test ranges,
and conversion and elimination facilities.

The agreement establishes a database, which will be initially
populated 45 days after the treaty enters into force, and updated
every 6 months thereafter, that will help provide the United States
with a rolling overall picture of Russia’s strategic offensive forces.
This picture is further supplemented by the large number of notifi-
cations required, which will track the movement and changes in
status of the strategic offensive arms covered by the treaty.

Unique identifiers, for the first time, will be assigned to each
ICBM, SLBM, and nuclear-capable heavy bomber, allowing us to
track the disposition and patterns of operation of accountable sys-
tems throughout their life cycles.

The treaty provides for noninterference with national technical
means of verification, such as reconnaissance satellites, ground sta-
tions, and ships. This provides us with an independent method of
gathering information that can assist in validating data declara-
tions.

While telemetry is not needed to verify the provisions of this
treaty, the terms, nonetheless, call for the exchange of telemetry on
up to five launches per year per side.

I am confident that the New START Treaty will in no way com-
promise America’s nuclear deterrent. In many ways, the primary
threat to the effectiveness and credibility of the American deterrent
is one that we control ourselves, and that is failing to invest ade-
quately in our Nation’s nuclear weapons infrastructure, a point I
have made a number of times in recent years. Maintaining an ade-
quate stockpile of safe, secure, and reliable nuclear warheads re-
quires a reinvigoration of our nuclear weapons complex. That is,
]([))ur infrastructure and our science, technology, and engineering

ase.

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

The initial applications of this funding, along with an additional
$1.1 billion being transferred for naval nuclear reactors, are
reflected in the Defense and Energy Departments’ FY11 budget
request, which I urge the Congress to approve.

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

I would close with a final observation. I first began working on
strategic arms control with the Russians in 1970, 40 years ago, a
United States effort that led to the first strategic arms limitation
agreement with Moscow, 2 years later. The key question then, and
in the decades since, has always been the same: Is the United
States better off with a strategic arms agreement with the Rus-
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sians, or without it? The answer, for successive Presidents of both
parties, has always been, “With an agreement.” The U.S. Senate
has always agreed, approving each treaty by lopsided bipartisan
margins.

The same answer holds true for New START. The United States
is better off with this treaty than without it. And I am confident
that it is the right agreement for today and for the future. It in-
creases stability and predictability, allows us to sustain a strong
nuclear triad, and preserves our flexibility to deploy the nuclear
?nd nonnuclear capabilities needed for effective deterrence and de-
ense.

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

[The prepared statement of Secretary Gates follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT GATES, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak
today regarding the agreement between the United States and Russia on the New
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. This treaty reduces the strategic nuclear forces
of our two nations in a manner that strengthens the strategic stability of our rela-
tionship and protects the security of the American people and our allies.

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

The U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent will continue to be based on the triad of de-
livery systems—intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles (SLBMs), and nuclear-capable heavy bombers—within the boundaries
negotiated in the New START Treaty. Those are:

e An upper boundary of 1,550 deployed warheads;

e Up to 700 deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bomb-
ers; and

e Up to 800 deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and
heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments.

Under this treaty, we retain the power to determine the composition of our force
structure, allowing the United States complete flexibility to deploy, maintain, and
modernize our strategic nuclear forces in the manner that best protects our national
security interests. The Defense Department has established a baseline force struc-
ture to guide our planning, one that does not require changes to current or planned
basing arrangements.

e The Department will retain 240 deployed submarine-launched ballistic missiles
distributed among 14 submarines, each of which will have 20 launch tubes. This
is the most survivable leg of the triad, and reducing the number of missiles car-
ried on each boomer from 24 to 20 will facilitate Navy planning for the Ohio-
class submarine replacement.

e Recognizing the flexibility of the bomber leg of the triad, we will retain up to
60 deployed heavy bombers, including all 18 operational B-2s. At the same
time, we have to consider the Air Force’s planning for a long-range strike re-
placement and plan to convert a number of B-52Hs to a conventional-only role.

Finally, the United States will retain up to 420 deployed single-warhead Minute-
man IIT ICBMs at our current three missile bases.

Let me also address some of the things that New START treaty will not affect.

First, the treaty will not constrain the United States from deploying the most ef-
fective missile defenses possible, nor impose additional costs or barriers on those de-
fenses. As the administration’s Ballistic Missile Defense Review and budget plans
make clear, the United States will continue to improve our capability to defend our-
selves, our deployed forces, and our allies and partners against ballistic missile
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threats. We made this clear to the Russians in a unilateral statement made in con-
nection with the treaty.

Furthermore, the New START does not restrict our ability to develop and deploy
prompt conventional strike capabilities that could attack targets anywhere on the
globe in an hour or less. The treaty’s limit of 700 deployed delivery vehicles com-
bined with the associated ceiling of 1,550 deployed warheads accommodates the lim-
ited number of conventional warheads we may need for this capability. We are also
currently examining potential future long-range weapons systems for prompt global
strike that would not be limited by the treaty.

In my view, a key contribution of this treaty is its provision for a strong
verification regime. While the intelligence community will provide a detailed classi-
fied assessment, I would like to emphasize some of the key elements of this regime,
which provides a firm basis for monitoring Russia’s compliance with its treaty obli-
gations while also providing important insights into the size and composition of Rus-
sian strategic forces.

e The treaty allows each party to conduct up to 18 onsite inspections each year
at operating bases for ICBMs, SSBNs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers, as
well as storage facilities, test ranges, and conversion and elimination facilities.

e The agreement establishes a database, which will be initially populated 45 days
after the treaty enters into force and updated every 6 months thereafter, that
will help provide the United States with a “rolling” overall picture of Russia’s
strategic offensive forces. This picture is further supplemented by the large
number of notifications required, which will track the movement and changes
in status of strategic offensive arms covered by the treaty.

e Unique identifiers assigned to each ICBM, SLBM, and nuclear-capable heavy
bomber will allow us to track the disposition and patterns of operation of ac-
countable systems throughout their life cycles.

e The treaty provides for noninterference with national technical means of
verification, such as reconnaissance satellites, ground stations, and ships. This
provides us with an independent method of gathering information that assist
in validating data declarations.

o While telemetry is not needed to verify the provisions of this treaty, the terms
nonetgeless call for the exchange of telemetry on up to five launches per year
per side.

I am confident that the New START treaty will in no way compromise America’s
nuclear deterrent. In many ways, the primary threat to the effectiveness and credi-
bility of the deterrent is one that we control ourselves, and that is failing to invest
adequately in our Nation’s nuclear weapons infrastructure—a point I have made a
number of times in recent years. Maintaining an adequate stockpile of safe, secure,
and reliable nuclear warheads requires a reinvigoration of our nuclear weapons
f)omplex—that is, our infrastructure and our science, technology, and engineering

ase.

To this end, the Department of Defense is transferring $4.6 billion to the Depart-
ment of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration through fiscal year
2015. This transfer will assist in funding critical nuclear weapons life extension pro-
grams and efforts to modernize the nuclear weapons infrastructure. The initial ap-
plications of this funding, along with an additional $1.1 billion being transferred for
naval nuclear reactors, are reflected in the Defense and Energy Department’s FY11
budget requests, which I urge the Congress to approve. These investments, and the
Nuclear Posture Review’s strategy for warhead life extension, represent a credible
modernization plan to sustain the nuclear infrastructure and support our Nation’s
deterrent.

I would close with this. I first began working on strategic arms control with the
Russians in 1970, a U.S. effort that led to the first Strategic Arms Limitation Agree-
ment with Moscow 2 years later. The key question then and in the decades since
has always been the same: Is the United States better off with an agreement or
without it? The answer for each successive President has always been: “with an
agreement.” The U.S. Senate has always agreed, approving each treaty by lopsided,
bipartisan margins.

The same answer holds true for New START: the United States is far better off
with this treaty than without it, and I am confident that it is the right agreement
for today and for the future. It increases stability and predictability, allows us to
sustain a strong nuclear triad, and preserves our flexibility to deploy the nuclear
and nonnuclear capabilities needed for effective deterrence and defense. In light of
all of these factors, I urge the Senate to give its advice and consent to ratification
of the New START Treaty.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Secretary Gates.



48

Admiral Mullen.

STATEMENT OF ADM MICHAEL MULLEN, USN, CHAIRMAN,
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, WASHINGTON, DC

Admiral MULLEN. Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar, distinguished
members of the committee, I am pleased to add my voice in support
for ratification of the New START Treaty, and to do so as soon as
possible, as we are in our 6th month without a treaty with Russia.

This treaty has the full support of your uniformed military.
Throughout its negotiation, Secretaries Clinton and Gates ensure
that professional military perspectives were thoroughly considered.
During the development of the New START Treaty, I was person-
ally involved, to include two face-to-face negotiating session and
several telephone conversations with my counterpart, the Chief of
the Russian General Staff, General Makarov, regarding key aspects
of the treaty.

The Joint Chiefs and I also had time to review the analytic work
done in the Nuclear Posture Review regarding the shape of future
U.S. strategic nuclear forces. Its recommendations were trans-
mitted as guidance to the negotiating team in Geneva regarding
the three central limits on strategic systems, and the warheads
associated with them, that are contained in the treaty.

In short, the conclusion and implementation of the New START
Treatﬁf is the right thing for us to do, and we took the time to do
it right.

The Chiefs and I believe the New START Treaty achieves impor-
tant and necessary balance between three critical items—aims. It
allows us to retain a strong and flexible American nuclear deter-
rent; it helps strengthen openness and transparency in our rela-
tionship with Russia; it also demonstrates our national commit-
ment to reducing the worldwide risk of nuclear incidents resulting
from the continuing proliferation of nuclear weapons.

You should know that I firmly believe that the central limits es-
tablished in this treaty, and the provision that allows each side the
freedom to determine its own force mix, provides us with the nec-
essary flexibility to field the right force structure to meet the
Nation’s needs.

We plan to retain our triad of bombers, ballistic-missile sub-
marines, and land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles in suffi-
cient diversity and numbers to assure strategic stability between
ourselves and the Russian Federation. We will also maintain suffi-
cient capability to deter other nuclear states.

In addition, the agreement provides for an array of important
verification measures that are critical to both sides in monitoring
compliance with the new treaty.

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

In summary, this New START agreement is important in itself,
and should also be viewed in a wider context. It makes meaningful
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reductions in the United States and Russian strategic nuclear arse-
nals while strengthening strategic stability and United States na-
tional security.

Coupled with the administration’s clear commitment to pru-
dently invest in our aging nuclear infrastructure and a nuclear
warhead life-extension programs, this treaty is a very meaningful
step forward.

I encourage the Senate to fully study the treaty. I believe you
will see the wisdom of ratifying it. And I sit before you today rec-
ommending that you do so.

Thank you, Sir.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Mullen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ADM MICHAEL MULLEN, USN, CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS
OF STAFF, WASHINGTON, DC

Chairman Kerry, Senator Lugar, distinguished members of the committee, I am
pleased to add my voice in support for ratification of the New START Treaty.

This treaty has the full support of your uniformed military. Throughout its nego-
tiation, Secretaries Clinton and Gates ensured that professional military perspec-
tives were thoroughly considered. During the development of the New START
Treaty I was personally involved, to include two face-to-face negotiating sessions
and three telephone conversations with my counterpart, the Chief of the Russian
General Staff, General Makarov, regarding key aspects of the treaty.

The Joint Chiefs and I also had time to review the analytic work done in the
Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) regarding the shape of future U.S. strategic nuclear
forces. Its recommendations were transmitted as guidance to the negotiating team
in Geneva regarding the three central limits on strategic systems and the warheads
associated with them that are contained in the treaty. In short, the conclusion and
implementation of the New START Treaty is the right thing for us to do—and we
took the time to do it right.

The Chiefs and I believe the New START Treaty achieves important and nec-
essary balance between three critical aims. It allows us to retain a strong and flexi-
ble American nuclear deterrent. It helps strengthen openness and transparency in
our relationship with Russia. It also demonstrates our national commitment to re-
ducing the worldwide risk of nuclear incident resulting from the continuing pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons.

You should know that I firmly believe that the central limits established in this
treaty and the provision that allows each side the freedom to determine its own
force mix provides us with the necessary flexibility to field the right future force to
meet the Nation’s needs. We plan to retain our triad of bombers, ballistic missile
submarines, and land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles in sufficient diversity
and numbers to assure strategic stability between ourselves and the Russian Fed-
eration. We will also maintain sufficient capability to deter other nuclear states. In
addition, the agreement provides for an array of important verification measures
that are critical to both sides in monitoring compliance with the new treaty.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Admiral Mullen.

Secretary Gates, you wrote, last week, about the unanimous sup-
port of the Nation’s military for this treaty. And, Admiral Mullen,
you personally engaged with your counterpart, General Makarov,
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at a couple of points in the course of these negotiations. You've just
testified, both of you, to a list, of the things that we gained—and
I was quite impressed by the series of benefits that you articulated.
I'd like to ask each of you if you'd kind of summarize for us, in a
layperson’s language for a moment, just why the military has such
confidence that this, in fact, strengthens our national security and
does not present any of the challenges that some of the critics have
raised.

Secretary Gates.

Secretary GATES. Well, I think that, first of all, this treaty, like
its predecessors, brings four benefits that we would not otherwise
have.

The first is transparency. Knowing what the Russians are doing,
being able to track their systems, being able to count them, being
able to observe them—for the first time, actually look at the war-
heads themselves, having the unique tagging that weve talked
about—none of this kind of transparency would be possible without
this treaty.

Second, predictability. This has been an important feature of
strategic arms agreements with Russia since the very first one, in
1972, to have some idea to—for both sides to know the limits on
the other, and therefore, avoiding the need to hedge against the
unknown, and having sufficient verification in place to be able to
have confidence in that judgment.

The third benefit is strategic stability. And the way this treaty
is structured adds to that strategic stability. For example, as the
number of warheads comes—the number of delivery vehicles comes
down, putting just a single one of our warheads on an ICBM re-
quires the Russians to use a one-for-one or two-for-one attack mode
if they were to come after our ICBMs, so they would use up a sig-
nificant portion of their strategic nuclear delivery vehicles trying to
take out our ICBMS. All of this contributes to strategic stability.

And finally, this treaty, for the first time, gives us actual access
to Russian weapons and Russian facilities. We've had access to
facilities, but not the weapons themselves before.

So, I think, in each of these four areas, the treaty brings benefits
to the United States and, frankly, enhances our security in ways
that would not happen in the absence of such a treaty.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Secretary.

Admiral.

Admiral MULLEN. Chairman, throughout the negotiations—and
the ones I participated in certainly focused from the military per-
spective and our ability to maintain a very strong strategic deter-
rent. And it’s my belief, and the belief of the Chiefs, including—in
addition to the strategic commander, General Chilton—that, in
fact, the treaty does that. Particularly important was the preserva-
tion, at this point in time, of the triad and the strength of that
triad, which has been such a critical part of our arsenal, histori-
cally, and also in my interaction with our service chiefs, particu-
larly the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff of
the—or the Chief of Naval Operations, in order to be able to con-
tinue to invest and sustain the infrastructure and the people, the
training, the kinds of things that we need to sustain this over time.
So, the strength of that triad is—which has proven itself in the
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past—is still very much there, even though some of the numbers—
the numbers are down.

Second—and, to a limited degree, I can speak to this—but, what
we typically need those weapons for—the ability to execute military
operations, should that, at some point in time, absolutely have to—
you know, have to occur—is that we are in very good shape with
respect to any contingencies which are out there. And that was a
substantial underpinning for this treaty, from the military perspec-
tive: Can we carry out the mission that the President of the United
States has given us? And I just want to assure you that we can.

In the negotiations with the Russians, specifically, to look at the
wide array of initiatives, including verification, the size of the arse-
nal, what we would look to the future—and to reemphasize what
Secretary Clinton said—we’ve done this in a way that has put us—
or continues to put us in a great position of strength, while at the
same time, in a—from my perspective, a better position, in terms
of cooperation with Russia—you know, keeping our eyes wide open,
but certainly cooperating with them in ways, which has been a
strength of this treaty, not just this—is a strength of this treaty,
but historically, as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I thought those were terrific sum-
maries.

Secretary Clinton, in the context of your efforts, with respect to
a number of the global issues and challenges we face, and particu-
larly nonproliferation, can you similarly sort of reduce to the nub
what the implications would be of not ratifying this agreement?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Mr. Chairman, we would obviously lose
all of the benefits that both Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen
discussed. And although they are benefits with respect to this
treaty between the United States and the Russia Federation, they
have many ancillary implications for our larger efforts against non-
proliferation.

So, I would basically make five points: First, the intense efforts
that we’ve engaged in, the last year, to reach this treaty, has built
a level of understanding between the key decisionmakers in the
United States and Russia that has been very helpful in other are-
nas, most notably with respect to Iran. I started my morning talk-
ing with Sergei Lavrov about, you know, finalizing the resolution
and the agreement that it will be discussed later today.

Second, the impact of our resetting of a relationship that resulted
in the treaty has had a very salutary effect on many of our allies
and our adversaries. Our allies, particularly in NATO, as I said,
welcomed this agreement, because they have been, historically, on
the front lines, and even our Central and Eastern European friends
were very pleased to see this level of cooperation between the
United States and Russia. And that has laid the groundwork for
us to work on the strategic concept that will be introduced with re-
spect to NATO’s future, to reestablish the NATO-Russia Council,
and to do some other confidence-building measures, after the very
unfortunate events concerning Georgia, that build the feeling of
alliance among our NATO members, but, again, with a very clear
view that they expect to—for us to continue to provide their
defense.
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Third, with respect to adversaries, or potential adversaries, the
fact that the United States and Russia are working together is not
good news. You know, they are not happy to see this level of co-
operation. They're not happy that China and Russia have signed off
on this resolution that we plan to introduce later. This is a real set-
back for them. And it has a very positive effect on our dealings
with our international, you know, friends, about all of these other
issues.

Fourth, having gone this far to achieve the benefits that are in
this treaty, to lose them would not only undermine our strategic
stability, the predictability, the transparency, the other points that
both the Secretary and the Admiral made, but it would severely
impact our potential to lead on the important issue of nonprolifera-
tion. Countries would wonder, “Well, if we can’t get across the fin-
ish line on this treaty, can we get across the finish line on other
matters, as well?”

And finally, I can only speak from personal experience, in the
many endless meetings that I go to around the world, that the fact
that we’ve reached this treaty and have fulfilled our continuing ob-
ligations as an NPT member on the three pillars, which include
disarmament, nonproliferation, peaceful use of nuclear weapons,
gives us so much more credibility on the nonproliferation agenda.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Appreciate it.

Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. As you
have already zeroed in on specific objections that have been raised,
I want to mention, just again, how important it will be to answer
all of the questions of Senators with regard to missile defense.

Each one of you have categorically indicated there is no way—
no way in which our missile defense will be inhibited in any way,
at any time. But, that point still doesn’t quite get through. Now,
we have people worried about something in this treaty that’s going
to inhibit missile defense. So, I ask for your continued guidance as
to how we make that point.

The second point is that, on the stockpile stewardship, or the
making certain that the warheads that we now have work, that, in
the event we were called upon—by ourselves, our allies, in any
way—we have, in fact, the background, in terms of our labora-
tories, our continuing research, the personnel—some of whom have
grown old, we need some young ones—all of these things, so that
those things we now have, that are guaranteed by our treaties, and
that we've verified everybody else in the world, in fact, are there,
for their confidence, as well as our own.

And I mention that because we’ve written letters, sometimes bi-
partisan letters, sometimes all the Republicans, others—Secretary
Gates has been a regular recipient of correspondence—and yet, at
the same time, his response today, that $4.6 billion has been trans-
ferred over to try to meet this, is a significant commitment.

So, I—but, I mention that once again, and will not belabor the
point.

Then the verification procedure; very important. Even Senators
who are not enthusiastic about arms control treaties approached,
I'm sure, the chairman and me last December the 5th, said, “What
happens now? There are no American boots on the ground. We're
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out of there. What about that? We’ve counted on this for years, that
we had American boots on the ground, that our verification
worked.” I'll make just one personal point about this. On the wall
of my conference room, we have a chart in which the Department
of Defense has contributed data each month for the last 15 years.
At the start, 13,300 nuclear warheads on missiles aimed at the
United States—13,300. And a—testimony that any one of those
would have obliterated my entire city of Indianapolis, leveled it,
gone, everybody dead. Now, that’s impressive to Hoosiers. I hope
it’s impressive to the other 49 States. [Laughter.]

And, by and large, they have supported anything that I could do
to make certain that, one by one, those missiles left—or, rather, the
warheads left the missiles. We've worked with the Russians to
destroy the missiles, destroy the silos in which the missiles were
located, every vestige of this, even the roots and branches and the
finely planted daisies, or whatever else it is, in many fields in
Siberia, or wherever we had them. It’s critically important.

Now, there may be Americans, who have not gone through the
arms control talks, who don’t realize what a nuclear—one nuclear
weapon can do. And there were 13,300 of them. Now, there are
still, by some counts, as many as 5,000, not all deployed, but we
have some distance to go.

Now, December 5 comes, no boots on the ground, no treaty, and
some have always said, “Well, you can’t trust the Russians. You
don’t want to deal with the Russians.” We even have some mem-
bers who have said, “We shouldn’t knock out the very first of our
weapons, we need every one of them. We ought to be building
more.” Now, I don’t agree with that philosophy, I understand that’s
a possible way of going about this world.

But, I would say that—as a counterargument—during one trip
that I was privileged to have with Russians, they became especially
friendly and decided that they would like for me to go up to a base
where they had the so-called “Typhoon submarines.” Now the
Typhoons were popularized by Tom Clancy in “The Hunt for Red
October.” They were remarkable submarines that went up and
down our eastern coast, whether we knew about it or not, for the
better part of a generation. Each one of them had, reportedly, 200
nuclear missiles; a chip shot into New York, Philadelphia, any
other place they wanted to shoot, all that time. We may not have
known about it, but we do now. We did then. I have a picture, in
the office, that Russians took of me standing in front of a Typhoon,
which was the first time our intelligence had seen a Typhoon, at
that stage.

And yet, their agreement was that they wanted us to help them
destroy the Typhoons. Taken 10 years to get through 3 of the 6.
They are very complex situations. But, to leave three of the six still
out there is unthinkable.

So, if I become dogmatic or emotional about it, it’s from some ex-
perience of seeing what could hit us, and the need to have boots
on the ground, in terms of verification.

So, we want to make sure we all know what the verification is
and why it’s at this particular level. And you’ve done your best,
thus far.
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But—now, without being tedious, I want to submit more ques-
tions that our staff has formulated in detail, so that there can be
as complete a record of every nuance of this, that we have.

Now, finally, I would just say that our own experience with these
treaties has been that, even after the treaties come, and we have
implementing legislation, whether it be cooperative threat reduc-
tion or something of this variety, there have been Senators, peren-
nially, who put all sorts of restrictions on all sorts of reports that
were needed before any money could be spent. You were leveled,
in the State Department or the Defense Department, with obliga-
tions to show 15 different things before a dollar could go. In fact,
one year, no money at all was spent, with regard to disarmament
in Russia, because of so many letters that never got written, and
the appropriators took the money off the table.

So, whether we’re doing a treaty or not, we have arguments,
every year, among skeptics who somehow believe that arms control
is not exactly their cup of tea.

I would just add that this is so important that I ask your indul-
gence in sending over more and more questions, and then pub-
lishing all of the results of those questions, so that anyone who is
slightly interested in this, academically, will have every conceivable
answer.

And finally, it has to come to a gut reaction. Is this something
that’s good for our country? Now, you have all affirmed that you
believe that it is. And we appreciate that very direct testimony
today.

And I thank you for indulging me in an essay rather than a set
of questions, but they will be coming, in large numbers.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, that’s the kind of question, period, the
panel really appreciates. So——

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. Let me just say, from our point of
view, we are enormously grateful to have your expertise in this ef-
fort, and I think the questions that you’re going to pose are going
to help the committee to put together precisely the kind of record
that’s needed here. So, I know the panel, as well as the committee,
appreciates that approach.

Senator Dodd.

Senator DoDpD. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

And let me thank our witnesses, as well, for your presence here
today.

And let me say that, for the chairman this has been a long-
standing issue, and he’s done a remarkable job on it. But, also a
word about Dick Lugar, who I've had the privilege of serving on
this committee with for 30 years. And I have a feeling, when the
last nuclear weapon is gone—and we all hope that day will come
in our world—in the story of how mankind put its common good
above its baser instincts, the names of Dick Lugar and Sam Nunn
will figure prominently in that history. And having had the privi-
lege of serving with both of them for many years, I want to thank
Dick Lugar personally, but also Sam Nunn, for their work. And the
three of you, as well, for your tremendous efforts in this regard.
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This is very difficult work, and I think you've done a remarkable
job getting it done.

I have two quick questions for you. One, in fact, relates to the
Nunn-Lugar proposals. I wonder if any analysis has been done to
determine whether or not we need to update Nunn-Lugar, in light
of this New START accord? Obviously, that has been a very valu-
able tool over the years, as Senator Lugar has just affirmed. And
the question would be, Do we need to do something else regarding
Nunn-Lugar, in light of this treaty?

I don’t know—Secretary Clinton or Admiral Mullen.

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, Senator, I'm not really sure. I—it’s a
great question, and I think it’s something we have—from my per-
spective, we should look at.

Senator DopD. Well, I’'d ask if that could be done as part of the
questions we have.

Senator DoDD. And then, second—in a sense, you've answered
this, Secretary—Madam Secretary Clinton, but I wonder if you
might just reach a little further.

First of all, congratulations, at least on the news we’re hearing,
about the Chinese and the Russians being supportive of the—of an
international sanctions regime regarding Iran. That’s extremely
important news. As you know, we're in the midst, here, of a con-
ference between the House and the Senate, on the Iran sanctions
bill. In my other hat that I wear as chairman of the Banking Com-
mittee, on which Bob Corker serves, and others, we voted unani-
mously on an Iran sanctions bill. The House has done so, as well.
And so, we need to proceed with that issue.

But, we're very interested in seeing what happens, internation-
ally. Every member of the Conference Committee has expressed the
view that an international sanction makes a lot more sense than
unilateral. And I think we all agree with that, although we’re not
going to reduce or retreat from that unilateral sanctions effort
here. But, certainly an effort on the multilateral front would be a
tremendous step forward. And so, we commend you for that.

But, I wonder if you might comment on the reduction in counter-
proliferation efforts, more generally, and the effects this agreement
might have on those efforts. I think, specifically, of India and Paki-
stan, for instance. To what extent might this agreement have the
positive impact on causing other nations to begin to move in this
direction?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator Dodd, thank you. And thank
you for all of your work on these and so many other important
issues.

We believe that the treaty history between the United States and
Russia is the bedrock of disarmament. And, as Senator Lugar just
eloquently outlined, it has certainly been in our interests over all
of these years.

We believe that, in the current environment in which we are put-
ting forth this treaty for your consideration for ratification, it
strengthens our hand in talking with other countries that have nu-
clear weapons.

Now, the fact is that if—as far as we know in the world—and I
think we’ve got a pretty good handle on it—the United States and
Russia have more than 90 percent of all nuclear weapons in the
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world. And we want to, as we said in the NPR—the Nuclear Pos-
ture Review—we want to explore beginning conversations with
other nuclear nations, starting with China, and see what kind of
opportunity for discussion could exist.

The United States and Russia have, now, a 30-year history of
these discussions, but we need to begin similar discussions with
others. We go into those with the credibility that this treaty gives
us.
Right now, as both the chairman and the ranking member have
said, there is no treaty. We have no so-called “boots on the ground.”
We're not inspecting anything. We're not acquiring the kind of in-
formation that we think is in our national security interest. So, this
treaty is not only, on its own merits, in our interests, but the fact
of it gives us the credibility to go and talk with other nuclear-
armed countries. It also gives us the credibility to reach agreement,
as we now have, on a resolution in the United Nations, with coun-
tries that are, you know, concerned about the proliferation rep-
resented by Iran.

So, on this broad basis of how we can be more effective in mak-
ing our case about what we see as the principal threat to the
United States and the world—the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, their use by rogue regimes or by networks of terror-
ists—this treaty gives us a lot of credibility, going forward.

Senator DopD. Well, I thank you. Thank you very much for that.

And let me just add that although we have questions to be asked,
obviously, and answered, I want to express my strong support for
this treaty. And I think we need to move on this. And my fervent
hope is that we’ll get this done now, in the next month or so,
clearly before we adjourn. I can’t imagine adjourning from this
Congress and not have been completed this work. So, I appreciate
very much your work.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Dodd.

Senator Corker.

Senator CORKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank each of you for your service and what you do on be-
half of our country.

Madam Secretary, what recourse do each of the countries have
against each other if there’s violations in the treaty?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, there are several approaches.

One, there is a bilateral commission, that exists to iron out dif-
ferences, solve problems, to which each country may seek recourse
if there is some kind of violation, or perceived violation.

Senator CORKER. What kind of recourse?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, you know, we’ve had this—we have a
long history with these treaties, where presenting information that
we believe might violate the spirit or the letter of the treaty leads
to changes.

I mean, there—this treaty is not a static document. It goes into
effect, like the previous START Treaty and others, and then it be-
gins to be implemented.

So, if we believe that, under the treaty, we're not getting access
to what we have signed up for under the treaty, we raise that and
we get the access. So, it’s a constant effort to make sure that both
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sides are complying with their agreements, as set forth in the
treaty.

And I—you know, Senator Lugar is the expert in the room, prob-
ably along with Secretary Gates, but the history of these treaties
has been—I would characterize as positive in the enforcement and
implementation.

The final recourse we have is to withdraw from the treaty. You
know, we

Senator CORKER. Let me

Secretary CLINTON [continuing]. We have the right to withdraw
if we believe that this treaty is no longer in our security interests.

Senator CORKER. So, basically it’s an understanding between two
countries, and they act in good faith to live up to those.

Should it, then, trouble us that, before we ever get started, that
each of the countries has a very different opinion of what we’ve ne-
gotiated, as relates to missile defense? And should not all—should
all of us not want a joint statement from both countries as to that
before we begin? Because it’s sort of troubling that we begin with
two divergent views on what we've agreed to, as relates to missile
defense.

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, again, there’s a history, here.
There were similar divergent views with the first START Treaty,
and it didn’t stop us from doing anything we did, and intended to
do, on missile defense.

You know, it’s a little bit like a political statement, I might sug-
gest, that, you know, you can make an agreement and then
you

Senator CORKER. Duplicitous-like. Is that——

Secretary CLINTON. Yes, yes.

Senator CORKER [continuing]. What you’re saying?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, no. I think that it is—you make an
agreement. The agreement, on the face of it and in its terms, set
forth the obligations, but, for various reasons, each side might want
to characterize it a little bit differently. But, if you look at the
statement—the unilateral statements that were made by the Rus-
sians, they basically said they would have a right to withdraw if,
you know, we continued on missile defense. They have a right to
withdraw anyway, and with the original START Treaty, they said
similar things about missile defense; and here we are, billions of
dollars later. And it just is not a—it’s not a part of the treaty
agreement itself.

Senator CORKER. As it relates to their ability to launch, it’s my
understanding they’re already below the levels that the treaty stip-
ulates, and that we’re above it, and—so, as it relates to the ability
to deliver, did we really get anything in this treaty at all?

Admiral MULLEN. Well, [—Senator, I think the significant reduc-
tion in overall nuclear weapons was very clearly a benefit.

Senator CORKER. But, aren’t they already below the level, just
specifically as it relates to strategic launch ability? Aren’t they—
because of the age of their system—aren’t they already below levels
that we’ve agreed to

Admiral MULLEN. In terms of launching——

Senator CORKER. That’s right.

Admiral MULLEN [continuing]. Launching vehicles——
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Senator CORKER. That’s right.

Admiral MULLEN [continuing]. Themselves, they are, yes.

Senator CORKER. OK, so——

Admiral MULLEN. But

Senator CORKER [continuing]. So, let me ask you a question.
We—it seems to me their neighbors are pretty concerned about
their tactical abilities. And did we miss an opportunity, since
they're already below on their strategic ability to deliver—they’re
already below that; we’'re the ones that are actually making cuts,
not them—did we miss an opportunity—and I know we always
Monday-morning quarterback, and whenever we negotiate on be-
half of our caucus, other Senators say, “Well, why didn’t you get
this?”—and I know that’s what I'm doing now, but I guess that’s
the purpose of this hearing—did we miss an opportunity to get
them to do some things, tactically, that would have made their
neighbors feel slightly more safe?

Admiral MULLEN. From my perspective, Senator, we seized an
opportunity to come together and get to this treaty. It isn’t every-
thing that everybody could have wanted. Certainly, we're very
aware of the tactical nuclear weapons that Russia has. That has
been discussed with them, in terms of the future.

And, in a broader context, I think the leadership position that
we're both in right now as a result of this, from the perspective of
overall nuclear weapons inventory, it is certainly something that
will be addressed in the future. But, it just was not a part of this
negotiation.

Secretary GATES. I would also add two things, Senator.

First of all, what is important to our allies, and particularly
those on Russia’s periphery, is our reaffirmation of Article 5 of the
NATO Treaty and the fact that NATO continues to believe and
attest to the fact that it has—must have a nuclear capability. The
F-35s that we are going to deploy will have a dual capability. So,
we have protected our right, with respect to tactical nuclear
weapons.

There’s no question that they’re concerned in Eastern Europe,
particularly about Russian tactical nuclear weapons. That was not
a part of this negotiation, but we have protected our own ability
to do more.

And, just for the record, I would point out that, while their stra-
tegic nuclear delivery vehicles are under the current levels of the
treaty, the number of warheads is actually above the level. So, they
will be reducing the number of warheads.

Senator CORKER. So, I'm going to move on to something that you
can address. I know these other things are lookbacks, and the
treaty is what it is, from you all’s standpoint.

I think the modernization issue is the issue that probably con-
cerns all of us. And I know my time’s limited now. But, I know
there’s a 23-page report that talks a little bit about, sort of, where
we are. And I know it’s a secure document. But, you know, it fo-
cuses mainly on our sub delivery system, and not the others. Our
labs are telling us that, you know, they don’t think there’s any way
that the amount of dollars that have been set aside adds up. You
all talk about $80 billion in investment, but many of us look at it,
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and it looks like it’s double counting. In other words, much of it is
money that was already going to be spent.

And all T would say is, as we move ahead and—I know I'm 13
seconds over now—I think that’s an area where we’re going to want
a lot of clarification as to what the real commitment is, modern-
izationwise. I think that’s really important to all of us. I think all
of us know we have a—an aged system, and we know that for us
to really be where we need to be, real investment in modernization
needs to take place.

And I don’t know if you want to make a quick closing comment.

I will say, to all of you, thank you again for your service and for
your willingness to be here to testify.

Secretary GATES. Two quick comments.

First of all, I've been trying for 32 years to get money for mod-
ernization of the nuclear infrastructure. This is the first time I
think I have a chance of actually getting some. And ironically, it’s
in connection with an arms control agreement. But, the previous ef-
forts have completely failed.

Second, I would just quote—and we will get you all the budg-
etary details and everything with respect to this—but, I would just
quote the Director of the National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion, Tom D’Agostino, who said in testimony that, “The resources
we have in the President’s budget are exactly what we feel is need-
ed in order to satisfy the requirements.” And he said, separately,
“What is—it is what is required to get the job done.”

But, we’ll give you all the details.

Senator CORKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Corker.

Senator Feingold.

Senator FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding the
hearing.

This treaty stands to reduce the size of our arsenal and the Rus-
sian arsenal, making the world a safer place without constraining
the ability to defend our Nation. Its ratification would also offer
proof to the international community of the commitment of the
United States to fulfilling our obligations under the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty, which will, of course, help foster the cooperation
needed to stop the spread of nuclear weapons and materiels.

However, this treaty makes significant changes to the
verification and inspection regime that was in place for nearly two
decades under the original START Treaty. We have to ensure that
this treaty is verifiable and guarantees our ability to adequately
monitor Russian nuclear weapons and materiel. So, as a member
of the Senate Select Intelligence Committee, I'm in the process of
reviewing that.

But, let me go to Secretary Gates and just follow on Senator
Corker’s questions that have to do with modernization. I under-
stand you were talking about funding issues, but let’s get at least
one clarification that I think you could provide.

Some of my colleagues in the Senate are concerned that this
treaty would jeopardize our ability to modernize our arsenal. It’s
my understanding that nothing in this treaty prohibits us from
building new warheads, if needed. Is that correct, Secretary?

Secretary GATES. That is correct.
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Senator FEINGOLD. And then, let’s turn to Admiral Mullen on the
issue of verification. This treaty’s verification regime differs in sev-
eral ways from the one that was in place for nearly two decades,
as I just mentioned. On one hand, we would no longer maintain an
onsite inspection facility at Votkinsk. On the other hand, due to the
change in counting rules, I understand that the new treaty would
permit more vigorous onsite inspections.

So, Admiral, on balance, would you say that this would increase
or decrease our overall understanding of the Russian arsenal?

Admiral MULLEN. I think, on balance, it would increase it. And,
specifically, with respect to Votkinsk, one of the provisions of this
treaty calls for notification of every weapon that’s—gets made there
now—mnotification to us 48 hours before it comes out the factory,
specifically. I think the verification procedures in this treaty are
easier. Secretary Gates has spoken, earlier, about the number of in-
spections, about the specifics of the inspections, for the first time,
to be able to look into, and see the number of, weapons which are
on top of any particular missile, where we haven’t been able to do
that before.

We will be able to count weapons on bombers, which we haven’t
been able to do before. We’ll be able to, in fact, confirm facility
elimination. There are very robust national technical means provi-
sions in this treaty, and a specific provision which does not permit
interference with that.

The unique identifier, which will be on every single weapon, is
a brand new provision for verification and was—as was mentioned
earlier, the number of tests—or launches each year, which will
have telemetry—but, the telemetry needs of this treaty are dif-
ferent from the telemetry needs we had in the past. And we really
don’t need telemetry for the kind of verification that we need for
this treaty that we had before, to include the ability to understand
the weight of a missile, when we didn’t know what was actually in-
side it.

So, I think the verification procedures for this treaty are very ro-
bust and meet the standards that we have, today, in the 21st cen-
tury, and not the ones that we needed back in previous treaties.

Senator FEINGOLD. Admiral, I'm concerned that calls for main-
taining a large arsenal are based on a misunderstanding of the po-
tential impact of any use of nuclear weapons. Independent studies
indicate that even a so-called “limited nuclear exchange” of 100
warheads would have devastating consequences.

Has the U.S. Government evaluated the impact of so-called “lim-
ited exchange”? And is it true that such an exchange could have
a devastating global impact?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir. I think the—a limited exchange would
have a devastating global impact. Senator Lugar spoke to that ear-
lier. A single—you know, a single weapon would have a devastating
impact. And yet, we find ourselves, I think, over time, reducing the
size of our arsenal, but also sustaining it at a size that preserves
the deterrence aspect of it. We don’t do this alone, and in a treaty
with another country that’s got an enormous number of nuclear
weapons, as well.

So, clearly the devastation which would occur with any release
of a nuclear weapon—and we were speaking, earlier, about—that
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the—the merging of terrorists with nuclear weapons, which is an-
other big concern and has been put at the top of the list in the
NPR, here. All those things would be devastating. And from a—
but, from the standpoint of the overall treaty, it’s taken us in the
right direction, and I think it’s a very, very positive step, while pre-
serving what we need, in terms of our overall strength and deter-
rence capability in a country.

Senator FEINGOLD. Thank you, Admiral.

And, Secretary Gates, I understand that the verification regime
under the treaty will supplement the information we gather using
other intelligence-gathering capabilities, such as satellites. To the
extent that the new treaty scales back certain inspection activities,
are we able to compensate for that loss of access, through other in-
telligence activities?

Secretary GATES. That certainly is the judgment of the intel-
ligence community. Representatives of the DNI and CIA were in-
volved in these negotiations throughout, and consulted, in terms of
both the terms of the treaty and the verification terms. And I think
what you are likely to hear from them is that they have high con-
fidence in their ability to monitor this treaty until toward the end
of the 10-year term, when that confidence level will go to moderate.

I would tell you that’s what they do on all long-term evaluations
of their intelligence capability. The further into the future you go,
the confidence level begins to decline.

But, there’s no question, in terms of the ability to verify this
treaty. And, in fact, when Senator Lugar was talking about having
his picture taken in front of a Typhoon submarine, and the fact
that that was the first time we had seen one, I would only qualify
that by saying that’s the only time we’ve seen one from dry land.
[Laughter.]

Senator FEINGOLD. Admiral Mullen, the Director of the Missile
Defense Agency, Lieutenant General O’Reilly, recently testified
that this treaty would actually reduce the constraints on the devel-
opment of our missile defense program. Could you just, finally, say
a bit about that?

Admiral MULLEN. Well—and the issue of missile defense has
been one that obviously is very much in focus as a result of this.
I mean, throughout the negotiations, there was—while we talked
about it, there really was—it was, by and large, disconnected. And
the purpose of this treaty was to not get at missile defense.

I see no restrictions in this treaty, in terms of our development
of missile defense, which is a very important system, as well. And
I would actually hope that, in the long term, given the relationship
with Russia, that we would be able to see our way through to more
cooperative efforts with them, in terms of missile defense, and very
well, possibly, in the future, have the kind of impact that General
O’Reilly was talking about.

Senator FEINGOLD. Thank you all.

Senator Isakson.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.

All of you have bragged about the—or, have talked about the
verification improvements, or the ability to verify, in this. I wanted
to ask a couple of questions.
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Admiral Mullen, you talk about the identification system on each
weapon. Is that going to be like a transponder from an airplane?
Is it going to be a technological—how are we going to do that? Or
do we know yet?

Admiral MULLEN. I think some may know. I don’t. It is very clear
that it was going to be visible and verifiable, and every single
weapon would have it. And there were specific criteria that were
laid on for each weapon, because the weapons, in fact, are different,
as well.

Senator ISAKSON. But, would it be a technological verification
versus a visible one, where they’d have some ability

Admiral MULLEN. I think—I’d have to get back—I think it is visi-
ble, and—but, it could possibly be technologically verified, as well.

Senator ISAKSON. Well, that is—if you would, I'd like to have
that information, because that is impressive.

Admiral MULLEN. Sure.

Senator ISAKSON Secretary Gates, thank you for being here. You
talked about the submarine-launched missiles, and you talked
about the number of inspections we’ll now have, which is 18. Is
that correct?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator ISAKSON. How many inspections do we have under the
current—well, current START’s expired by 6 months. How many
did we have under START II?

Secretary GATES. I honestly don’t remember.

[Pause.]

Secretary GATES. There was a quota of 28——

Senator ISAKSON. There were 28 inspections——

Secretary GATES [continuing]. For START II.

Senator ISAKSON. And now there—have 18?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator ISAKSON. Well, that’s less.

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator ISAKSON. So, that’s not really an improvement.

Admiral MULLEN. I was just informed that, actually, the UIDs
are mechanical, they’re not technically detectable.

Senator ISAKSON. OK, they are——

Admiral MULLEN. And, second, I think it’s important—under this
treaty, there—under the previous treaty, there are 73 facilities that
we inspected. Under this one—Russian facilities—under this
treaty, there are only 27. And, in fact, based on the number of
inspections—18—there are almost twice as many inspections per
facility per year than under the previous treaty. And that speaks
to moving this to where we are right now, as opposed to where
we’ve been in the past.

Secretary CLINTON. Senator, that’s a really important position for
us to underscore, because we spent a lot of time on the inspection
issue. And I have to confess, at first I wasn’t quite sure, you know,
what the numbers were, because we go from 28 to 18. But, then
one of our very able negotiators showed me a map of all the sites
in the former Soviet Union that we were inspecting, and then,
thanks to Senator Lugar and other efforts, those sites have been
closed, they’ve been shrunk, they’ve been dismantled—because it
wasn’t just in Russia, it was in Kazakhstan and Belarus and other
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places. So, as Admiral Mullen says, in effect, we actually have
twice as many inspections, because we have so many fewer sites to
inspect.

Senator ISAKSON. I think it would be great for an eighth-grade-
level memo on how less is more, because somebody’ll take—I mean,
that could be taken either way. I think it would be helpful to all
of us.

Secretary GATES. Senator, if I could just elaborate on the answer
that I gave you before on the number of inspections, the 18 versus
28, the 18 are divided into two categories. The first 10 are both at
deployed and nondeployed sites; 8 are at nondeployed sites. But, in
that first category of 10, we actually carry out inspections that
were—that required two inspections under START II. There was a
separate inspection of—on data updates, and a separate inspection
on RVs under START II. Under this treaty, we do both in the same
inspection. So, for all practical purposes, the same—the number of
inspections is about the same as it was under START II.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you.

Secretary Clinton, again, thank you for being here.

I seem to remember, from Dr. Schlesinger’s testimony in our pre-
vious hearing, that, on this issue of short-range tactical weapons,
they’re not included in this START agreement. And it was an issue
for the Russians, because of missile defense, because their old East-
ern-Bloc satellite states are so close to them. Is that correct?

Secretary CLINTON. Senator, they were not willing to negotiate
on tactical nukes. And history of these arms control agreements
were always on strategic weapons. But, we have said that we want
to go back and begin to talk to them about tactical nukes. We
would like to, as soon as we can get this ratified, with all hope that
the Senate will so advise and consent—we want to do that. And I
had a very frank and useful discussion with our NATO allies—be-
cause you may know that there is a move on—or, there was a move
on by a number of European countries to begin to put pressure on
the United States to withdraw our tactical nukes from Europe. And
we have said very clearly, No. 1, that has to be a NATO decision;
it’s not a unilateral decision; and, No. 2, we are not going to with-
draw our tactical nukes unless there is an agreement for Russia to
similarly discuss with us withdrawal of their tactical nukes.

So, this is an issue that was very well vetted by our NATO allies,
our Central and our Eastern European allies. They know that, you
know, Russia has their tactical nukes, you know, close to their bor-
ders with our NATO allies. It’s one of the reasons—and this is
something that either Secretary Gates or Admiral Mullen can ad-
dress—it’s one of the reasons why we altered our missile defense
approach in Europe to the phase-adaptive approach, because, you
know, very frankly, we were looking at, you know, what kind of
medium-range missiles Iran had, you know, not the interconti-
nental. So, this whole question of shorter range missiles and the
tactical nukes is one that we’re going to address.

Senator ISAKSON. So, we maintain both the leverage of our exist-
ing tactical weapons that are in Europe, as well as proceeding with
missile defense.

Secretary CLINTON. Yes, we do.
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Senator ISAKSON. And the—our NATO partners have, I think,
used the word “welcomed” this treaty. Is that correct?

Secretary CLINTON. Yes, it is.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Isakson.

Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Well, first, Mr. Chairman, thank you for this
hearing, and—appreciate it very much.

I want to express my appreciation to our three witnesses for
their service to this Nation.

And I concur in the comments made by our chairman, by Senator
Dodd, by Senator Lugar, of the importance of moving forward on
our efforts in world leadership on nonproliferation. And I see this
treaty as a critical part in the relationship between Russia and the
United States in providing world leadership on nuclear safety
issues, on nonproliferation issues, and on responsible reductions of
our nuclear stockpiles.

So, I'm pleased that we’re moving forward on this, and I hope
that we will be able to act prior to the end of this Congress.

Madam Secretary, I want to follow up on a statement you made
earlier. You know, I see that—Russia and the United States having
some common interest here, particularly against the threat of nu-
clear arms in other countries. And you mentioned Iran. Well, put
me down in the category as being very concerned about what hap-
pened with Brazil and Turkey with Iran. I'm certain those two
countries—well, these two countries may have acted in good faith,
but Iran is not. We’ve been down this road before. We know that
Iran can change its mind at any time in regards to the nuclear ma-
teriel. We also know that their—under this arrangement, they
would continue on their refinement and—capacity to develop a nu-
clear weapon.

So, I was pleased to hear your status, that we are moving for-
ward with the Security Council resolutions and that we have at
least some cooperation from Russia and China. That, to me, is good
news. And it seems to me it’s one of the by-products on your nego-
tiations on the START Treaty. So, I think this all comes together.

I—if there’s further—more than you could elaborate on that now,
I would appreciate it. If not, we certainly understand the timing
that you’re going through.

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, thank you. And I think there’s
no doubt that our cooperation and the intensive efforts that so
many of us, along with our Russian counterparts, put into the
START negotiations over the last year—is part of the reason why
we plan to circulate a draft resolution to the entire Security Coun-
cil today, that includes Russia and China and their agreement on
the wording of the text.

With respect to the efforts that were undertaken by Turkey and
Brazil, you know, we have acknowledged the sincerity of the under-
takings by both Turkey and Brazil. They have attempted to find a
solution to Iran’s standoff with the international community, and
they made an announcement, in Tehran, that included certain com-
mitments by Iran. But, as we and the international community
have made consistently clear over the last many months, it is not
sufficient for Iran to stand at a press conference and make a dec-
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laration. Iran has to clearly and authoritatively convey to the
International Atomic Energy Agency what its position is and what
it is prepared to do, before any offer by Iran can be legitimately
consi(tiiered by the international community. That has not hap-
pened.

And, while the removal of a significant portion of low-enriched
uranium from the territory of Iran would be a positive step, we are
seriously concerned by a number of issues that were missing from
the declaration announced. And the chairman began, today, by list-
ing some of those. Chief among them is Iran’s refusal to suspend
its enrichment of uranium to near 20 percent levels. That is in
clear violation of its international obligations. It is continually
amassing newly enriched uranium, regardless of whether it comes
to agreement on the Tehran research reactor concerns. And as
President Medvedev said publicly yesterday, Russia shares our con-
cerns about this continuing enrichment by Iran.

You know, we had further concerns, which I conveyed to both my
Brazilian and Turkish counterparts, about the amorphous timeline
for the removal of the LEU. The way that it was presented in this
declaration, that could take months of further negotiation. And
that is just not acceptable, to us and to our partners.

And finally, we’re troubled by the continued failure of the Ira-
nian side in this declaration to commit to engage with the P5+1 on
its nuclear program, despite a request to do so since last October.

And we don’t believe it was any accident that Iran agreed to this
declaration as we were preparing to move forward in New York.
With all due respect to my Turkish and Brazilian friends, the fact
that we had Russia on board, we had China on board, and that we
were moving, early this week—namely, today—to share the text of
that resolution, put pressure on Iran, which they were trying to
somehow dissipate.

So, Senator, given our very serious concerns about Iran’s contin-
ued violations concerning its nuclear activities, we remain com-
mitted to moving forward with the process in the United Nations,
and we are very committed to working with our counterparts at the
U.N. and—in order to get as strong a possible resolution as soon
as we can.

Senator CARDIN. Well, thank you very much for that response. I
share Senator Lugar’s concerns that a single missile could cause
havoc with world stability. And I know that, on the START Treaty,
you're trying to get the right balance between deterrence and non-
proliferation. But, it goes beyond Russia and the United States.
And that’s why I think these numbers are significant, and the ef-
forts of Russia and the United States to work together on these
issues are important for the international community, including
what is happening in Iran or what’s happening in North Korea.
And, as pointed out, the India-Pakistan issues are also ones of
major concern to all of us.

So, I think it’s extremely important that we keep focused on the
overall objectives as we look at the Senate’s ratification of the
START Treaty, because it clearly has implications beyond just Rus-
sia and the United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Cardin.
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We're going to have a vote, here, in a few minutes. What—I want
to not interrupt the hearing at all, so I would ask whichever Sen-
ator is, sort of, next in line on questioning, if they would leave—
I will also leave immediately, when the vote goes off, and then turn
around and come back so we can continue the hearing without
interruption.

Senator Risch.

Senator RiscH. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

First of all, let me tell you where I come from on this. And I sus-
pect everybody’s in the same position. And that is, the first respon-
sibility of a government is the protection of its citizens and the de-
fense of the American people. Secretary Gates, I think, probably
put this in about as good a—and simple a—understandable terms
as you can, in saying, Are we better off with this, or are we better
off without it? I mean, that’s probably as good a way of looking at
this as possible.

Secretary Gates, commenting on your prior testimony, you know,
the modernization that you've been pursuing is absolutely critical.
I mean, it’s not only the number of weapons, but it’s the tech-
nology, it’s everything else. So, keep up the good work there, and
we’ll—from this Senator’s standpoint, we’ll help you, every way we
can. That absolutely needs to be done.

Secretary Clinton, your discussion about pursuing a discussion or
a treaty on tactical weapons—nuclear weapons—is certainly impor-
tant, and I do hope, when this is over, that that will be pursued.

Secretary Gates, you talked about 40 years ago, when you start-
ed this. Certainly, that was an—a marvelous job that was done 40
years ago. It was a huge step forward for mankind and getting a
START Treaty. But, we've had 40 years of experience with this
now, and I kind of view it as a marriage. Things have changed dra-
matically over the last 40 years, and we seem to have developed
irreconcilable differences on the defensive missile situation. And
that’s where—and I don’t think this is secret; Secretary Clinton
and I have discussed this—I have real difficulties with this. And
I would have hoped that we would have taken advantage of this
opportunity to try to smooth this over.

You know, 40 years ago, when this started, the—you had the
new treaty. We—the two parties have now dealt with it for 40
years. Both parties have recognized what they have in their hands
and how it would affect the world. This nonsense about a limited
exchange—I mean, all somebody has to do is pull the trigger once.
I mean, it doesn’t matter whether it’s 100, whether it’s one; it
would have profound changes on the culture of the world.

So—but, in any rate, 40 years ago, we didn’t have Iran pursuing
nuclear ambitions, we didn’t have North Korea, we didn’t have the
Chinese situation, we didn’t have India and Pakistan nuclear
armed, and today we do. And, to me, that is the—is even a more
pressing need than this particular treaty.

Now, it’s a good thing to have this treaty. And the details of it,
we can all spar about how many inspections there should be, and
that sort of thing. But, to me, we need to be looking, kind of like
a sports analogy, the second shot we’re going to take; and that is,
we ought to be looking at, What about these other situations? And
the other situations are such that we can’t sit down at a table with
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Iran, we can’t sit down at a table with North Korea, and talk to
them using common sense and using reasonableness in reaching a
treaty, like we have with the Russians, that has really been suc-
cessful over the last 40 years. And they—I don’t think anyone can
argue that it hasn’t been successful. These others don’t fall in the
same category.

So, in order to protect the American people, it has—absolutely
critical that we develop, and we develop with the best technology,
the best ability that we have, a defensive missile system. That’s the
only way were going to protect ourselves from these other coun-
tries.

So, that’s why I am concerned when, at the end of the day, after
all the discussions, we have irreconcilable differences with the Rus-
sians. We say this doesn’t impede our abilities, the Russians say,
“Yes, it does.” And I have the greatest respect for the ranking
member, here, who says, “We need to say, over and over again,
that this doesn’t affect our ability to do that.” But, yet, when you
read the preamble, when you read some of the language in it, and,
most importantly, when you read the unilateral statements, we
have irreconcilable differences. This treaty means something dif-
ferent to the Russians than it means to us when it comes to pro-
tecting our people using a defensive missile structure.

So, having said all that, 'm going to give you a couple of minutes
here to again reassure me. I've listened to all of you reassure me
before. And I understand that the bottom-line answer is, “Well, if
we don’t like it, we can always get out of the treaty.” Well, that
isn’t a legitimate answer, because other—if that’s the case, then
why have the treaty at all?

So, that’s where I come from on this. That’s the problem I have
with this. I think that it’s a really, really good thing to have this
treaty. But, anything we do to convince the world, or suggest to the
world, that we aren’t going to do everything we possibly can to ef-
fect a legitimate defensive position really, really troubles me.

Secretary GATES. Senator, the Russians have hated missile de-
fense ever since the strategic arms talks began, in 1969. In fact,
those talks started with the Russians’ primary interest being in ne-
gotiating the Antiballistic Missile Treaty. And it was under the in-
sistence of the United States that we accompanied with—it with an
interim agreement on strategic offensive weapons.

So, from the very beginning of this process, more than 40 years
ago, the Russians have hated missile defense. They hated it even
more in 1983, when Ronald Reagan—when President Reagan made
his speech, saying we were going to do strategic missile defense.
And so, the notion that this treaty has somehow focusd this antag-
onism on the part of the Russians, toward missile defense, all 1
would say is, it’s the latest chapter in a long line of Russian objec-
tions to our proceeding with missile defense. And, frankly, I think
it’s because—particularly in the 1970s and 1980s, and probably
equally now, it’s because we can afford it and they can’t. And we're
going to be able to build a good one, and are building a good one,
and they probably aren’t. And they don’t want to devote the re-
sources to it, so they try and stop us from doing it, through political
means. This treaty doesn’t accomplish that for them.
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There are no limits on us. We have made these unilateral state-
ments on other issues relating to virtually every other strategic
arms agreements we've—agreement we’ve had with the Russians,
on one subject or another. Neither has ever considered them bind-
ing.
And I will tell you, we are putting our money where our beliefs
are. As Secretary Clinton pointed out, our FY11 budget will add
about 700 million more dollars on missile defense. We are going
forward with a second missile field at Fort Greely. We are—we’ve
put—we’re putting more than a billion dollars into the second—into
the two- and three-stage ground-based interceptor programs. We're
buying THAADs, we’re buying Patriot-3s, we’re buying SM-3s,
we're buying X-band radars. We are—we have a comprehensive
missile defense program, and we are going forward with all of it.
And our plan is to add even more money to it in FY12. So, you
know, the Russians can say what they want, but, as Secretary
Clinton said, these unilateral statements are totally outside the
treaty, they have no standing, they’re not binding, never have been.

Senator RiscH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time’s up.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Risch.

Let me—as our—as Secretary Clinton knows well, the best-laid
plans of mice and men around here don’t always work, and the
Senate has delayed the vote to 12:05. So, we will continue in nor-
mal fashion.

Senator Casey.

Senator CASEY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

And I want to thank our three witnesses for being here with us
again. [—we recently had a briefing, which was very helpful, in an-
other setting. And this is a continuation of the work that’s been
done by each of you, and those that work with you.

First of all, I think we—we still have a lot of debating and dis-
cussion about this treaty, and that will continue, and that’s impor-
tant, to have questions raised over the next several weeks or
months, depending on how quickly we get—this treaty gets to the
floor. But, I think it’s apparent, from the testimony that you’ve pro-
vided, and others, people outside of government who worked in
other administrations of both parties, all being committed to a safe,
secure, and effective nuclear arsenal, but also in just—in summary
fashion, highlighting Secretary Gates’s four points, on trans-
parency, predictability, strategic stability, and then access to both
Russian facilities and weapons—all under the umbrella of a safe,
secure, and effective arsenal, but also under, I guess, a broader
umbrella of this treaty enhancing our security. I think it’s critically
important to make that point.

And, just by way of review, because in—the three of you know
better than I that, in Washington, we need to review often, and re-
emphasize—Secretary Gates, I just wanted to review some of your
testimony, just by way of emphasis and repetition—but, on page 3
of your testimony, you say the following, “First, the treaty will not
constrain the United States from deploying the most effective mis-
sile defenses possible, nor impose additional costs or barriers on
these defenses.” That’s one statement.

The next paragraph, “The New START agreement”—and again,
I'm quoting—“The New START agreement does not restrict our
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ability to develop and deploy prompt conventional strike capabili-
ties that could attack targets anywhere on the globe in an hour or
less.”

Further along in that paragraph, you say, “We are currently ex-
amining potential future long-range weapon systems for prompt
global strike that would not be limited by the treaty.”

All three of those statements, I think, meet—or rebut, I should
say—some of the arguments that have been made, over the last
couple of weeks, on missile defense. And I think it’s amplified by
what Secretary Clinton said, on page 2, that the treaty, “does not
compromise the nuclear force levels we need to protect ourselves
and our allies. Second, the treaty does not infringe on the flexibility
we need to maintain our forces, including bombers, submarines,
and missiles, in a way that best serves our national security inter-
ests. And, third and finally, the treaty does not constrain our mis-
sile defense efforts.” And then, of course, Secretary Clinton adds
more to that assertion.

And, Admiral Mullen, your statements, as well.

So, I think that it’s important that we confront that argument,
but I think it’s also important that we are very clear and unambig-
uous, as I think all three of you have been.

The one issue that was raised, in addition to missile defense—
one of several—and it was raised in the context of a Foreign Rela-
tions Committee hearing that we had, a number of weeks ago—it’s
been raised by others, but I know former Secretary Schlesinger
raised it—and it’s this question of tactical weapons. And it keeps
arising. And I wanted to have you speak to that, because one sense
that I have is that prior to and during, but especially prior to, the
START Treaty discussions and negotiations, I think it was very
clear that we entered into negotiations with the Russians with an
understanding that tactical nuclear weapons would not be dis-
cussed, that that would, in fact, take place later, and that, in par-
ticular—I know Secretary Perry made this point—that, concluding
the New START Treaty was a necessary prerequisite to having dis-
cussions about tactical weapons.

I wanted to have each of you, if—in the 2 minutes we have—I
know I haven’t left you much time, but—speak to that question
about the tactical and—weapons—and deal with the argument
that’s been presented.

Secretary GATES. Well, I think you’ve put your finger on it. I
mean, there was agreement not to—that these were not a part of
the negotiation and—from the very beginning.

But, in the context of their number of tactical nuclear weapons,
let me just emphasize one other aspect that hasn’t been mentioned,
in terms of where I think this treaty is of benefit to the United
States.

I believe the Russians are in the process of changing the—fun-
damentally, their approach to their own security. In the mid-1950s,
President Eisenhower decided that, because of the vast number of
Soviet soldiers, that the United States would not try and match the
Russians, tank for tank, and soldier for soldier, in Europe, but,
rather, rely on massive retaliation, massive nuclear retaliation.
And so, we invested very heavily in our nuclear capability.
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In 2010, the Russians, facing both financial constraints, but espe-
cially demographic constraints, are reducing the size of their con-
ventional forces. And everything we see indicated they’re increas-
ing the importance and the role of their nuclear weapons in the
defense of Russia, and leaving their conventional force more for
handling problems on the borders, and internal problems.

So, this treaty constrains them in an area where I believe they
are turning their attention as their population prevents them from
having the kind of huge land army that has always characterized
Russia. So, keeping a cap on that, and bringing those numbers
down in the strategic area, and then, perhaps, hopefully, turning
to the tactical nuclear weapons, where they—their tactical number
weapons outnumber ours, thousands to one, basically, in Eastern
Europe—I mean, in the western United States—in the western
Russia—I think gives us a real advantage.

Senator CASEY. Secretary Clinton.

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, the Nuclear Posture Review
makes clear—and the President reiterated this commitment on
April 8, at the signing of the treaty with President Medvedev in
Prague—that the United States intends to pursue, with Russia, ad-
ditional and broader reductions in our strategic and tactical weap-
ons, including nondeployed weapons. Now, we can’t get to a discus-
sion about tactical weapons until we get the New START Treaty
ratified, because, obviously, as Secretary Gates said, that really
provides the base from which we start. And addressing tactical nu-
clear weapons requires close coordination with NATO, and we’re in
the process, as I said earlier, of working out the NATO alliance ap-
proach to tactical nuclear weapons through the strategic concept.
So, all these things are moving together.

The first of business, of course, is the New START Treaty, be-
cause, you know, that precedes our ability to get into these addi-
tional discussions with the Russians.

Senator CASEY. Thank you.

I know we're out of time, but, Admiral Mullen.

Admiral MULLEN. Just two brief thoughts.

One is, throughout the negotiations, in the time I spent on this,
it was a known that, one, we weren’t dealing with this, but we
needed to. And so, that’s not a message that’s lost on them.

And then, second, my experience, both in my last job, with the
head of their Navy, as well as in this job, with, now, two separate
Chiefs of Defense—what Secretary Gates said, their investment—
they are clearly changing, and they are not going to be able to in-
vest in the kind of ground forces that they’ve had in the past. They
are investing in strategic—in their strategic forces, which, to me,
just strengthens the importance of having this kind of treaty with
them as we both move forward.

Senator CASEY. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator DeMint.

Senator DEMINT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you,
Senator Lugar.

And I want to thank all three of you for your service to the coun-
try, as well.

We got the copy of the treaty on Friday. I look forward to getting
into a lot of details. But, I'd like to express concerns, maybe in
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more of a conceptual way today, just to get some quick response
from you and to make one request.

The details are important, obviously, but it appears, from what
you’ve said already, that, aside from the treaty with Russia, that
the signal to the rest of the world, our credibility, the appearances
of what it shows, as far as our good faith, is important. And cer-
tainly, making the world safer, reducing proliferation, is key. And
I appreciate that goal, and I think we all share it.

The concerns I have are that some of the assumptions in the
treaty appear to suggest a different role for America in the future.
And I'll express a few of these concerns.

America does have a different role. As you all know, over 30
countries count on us for their protection. So, as far as military and
defense, we play a much different role than Russia. Russia’s a
threat to many, but a protector of none.

America also the largest economic role in the world, as far as our
trade with other countries, and we use it to help other countries.
Russia uses their energy, their oil, as a threat.

And I think we know, as we look at nuclear weapons, that the
Russians don’t like missile defense, because they don’t see it as a
deterrent. They want to use it as a threat. And I think that’s why
this treaty, and what it says about missile defense, is very impor-
tant.

But, the first underlying assumption, which I'm afraid is absurd
and dangerous, is that America should seek parity with Russia
when it comes to nuclear weapons. Russia doesn’t have 30 coun-
tries counting on them for protection. And the reduction of our abil-
ity to—not just to deliver, but to protect from nuclear weapons, is
more likely to result in proliferation than this arms treaty with
Russia.

My biggest concern, though, is related to missile defense, because
it’s unrealistic to believe that our treaty with Russia is going to re-
duce proliferation with countries like Iran and Syria and other
rogue nations that are intent on developing nuclear weapons.

The Russians don’t appear to misunderstand what’s in this trea-
ty. And I don’t have to read the preamble to you. But, it’s very
clear that we can develop defensive missile defense, as long as it
does not threaten their offensive capabilities. I mean, that’s exactly
what it says here. That’s what they've said in their statement.
There is a clear disconnect between what you are telling us and
what it says in this treaty and what the Russians are saying. We
have complete flexibility with missile defense, until it gets to the
point where it threatens their ability to deliver weapons. And once
that happens, not just for Russia, but all over the world, that we
render nuclear missiles irrelevant if we can shoot them down—and
for us to even include in the treaty that idea that these things are
interrelated is somewhat frightening to me. And I don’t believe, for
1 minute, Iran is going to see this as a good sign.

What I would like, at this point—and I think other members of
the committee would, too—after the first START Treaty was pre-
sented, members of the committee were given copies of the full ne-
gotiating record so that we can see the understandings that were
discussed during the negotiations and that we can determine if
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missile defense is, in fact, interrelated and if this parity issue is
one that we have discussed openly with the Russians.

And I just want to ask Secretary Clinton, Will you allow mem-
bers of the committee to see the full negotiating record?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, first, Senator, let me say that the lan-
guage youre referring to—similar language was included in the
START Treaty. And, you know, I hope we will be able to persuade
you, by the end of this process, and we will certainly make every
effort to do so, that nothing in any previous treaty, nor any unilat-
eral statement or any preamble to a treaty, has in any way con-
strained our development of missile defense up to this date, and
nothing in the current new treaty does, either.

I think that the facts really refute any concerns that you and
others might have, because we have proceeded apace, over the last
40 years, with the development of missile defense, despite, as Sec-
retary Gates said, the 40 years of opposition from the Russians.

Now, with respect to the information around the treaty, you
know, we are submitting a detailed article-by-article analysis of the
treaty. The analysis is nearly 200 pages long. It provides informa-
tion on every provision of the treaty, the protocol, and the annexes,
including how the United States will interpret the various provi-
sions.

These materials were prepared by the treaty negotiators and,
therefore, are drawn from the negotiating history. They’re intended
to provide a comprehensive picture of U.S. obligations under the
treaty. And I do not believe—I will double check this, Senator—I
do not believe that the negotiating record was provided with the
original START Treaty, because negotiating records, going back to,
I think, President Washington, Bob told me, the other day, have
not been provided.

But, we will provide extensive and comprehensive information,
and I hope, in the process, we will be able to persuade you that,
just as in the past, despite the Russian dislike of our missile de-
fense efforts, we are going forward.

And I voted for missile defense when I was here, when the
START Treaty, that expired in December, was in effect. And I can
assure you that you and other members will be able to continue to
vote for missile defense in the future.

Senator DEMINT. Thank you, Madam Secretary.

And I just have to take what’s in the treaty and what the Rus-
sians have said. It’s clear that, at any point that our missile de-
fense threatens their ability to deliver offensive weapons, that they
feel completely free to walk away from this treaty. So—which
means we, effectively, have no treaty unless it is our intent to dab-
ble with missile defense and not create a global umbrella that
could protect us.

But, it seems to make only common sense, at this point, as we
see what’s happening in Iran and around the country. Our ability
to stop the development of nuclear weapons is very limited, but our
ability to develop a defense system that could make those irrele-
vant would be the best disincentive we could provide the world, if
they can’t deliver them anywhere.

So, it’s obvious there is a real concern here. The Russians appar-
ently have gotten—the clear statement from this is that, at any
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point, if our missile defense systems threatens their delivery sys-
tem, they’re going to walk away from this treaty. And I hope you
can convince me by what—the negotiating records, that that is not
what was discussed. But, I do know, in previous negotiations of
treaties, that some members of committees have had the oppor-
tunity to see full negotiating records. And I hope this is something
that you'll consider.

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Well thank you, Senator.

Just so the record is as complete as all of us want it to be, here,
let me just state that we did not get the negotiating record under
the START I process. We did get it with the INF Treaty. But, sub-
sequent to that, the Foreign Relations Committee decided—and I
will read from the report—that, “With the INF Treaty negotiations
having been provided under these circumstances, both the adminis-
tration and the Senate now face the task of ensuring the Senate
review of negotiating records does not become an institutionalized
procedure. The overall effect of fully exposed negotiations, followed
by a far more complicated Senate review, would be to weaken the
treatymaking process and thereby damage American diplomacy. A
systemic expectation of Senate perusal of every key treaty’s negoti-
ating record could be expected to inhibit candor during future nego-
tiations, and induce posturing on the part of U.S. negotiators and
their counterparts during sensitive discussions.”

I would suggest to the Senator, I think that we are going to be
given a very frank account when we have a classified session with
the negotiators; you’ll be able to ask a lot of tough questions, and
a lot of answers, I think, will be forthcoming. But, I think—person-
ally, I think that the rationale that the Senate committee came to
previously is a good rationale, and I think it stands today.

Senator DEMINT. Well, Senator, I appreciate that clarification.
And I would be happy, at this point, even if it’s redacted, to have
some record of the discussion related to our missile defense and the
linkage that was included in the preamble so that we can deter-
mine what both sides understood.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me suggest this, Senator—we all want you
to be satisfied, and we want you to vote for this. But, I think that
the better way to proceed would be—let’s meet with the team, let’s
meet in classified session, let’s see to what degree those answers
can satisfy you.

I'd just share with the Senator, this is a preamble. And the pre-
amble merely says, “Recognizing the existence of the interrelation-
ship between strategic offensive arms and strategic defensive
arms”—it’s something we all recognize; there is a relationship “that
this interrelationship will become more important as strategic nu-
clear arms are reduced.” That stands to reason; if you reduce nu-
clear arms and you build up your missile defense, you can, in fact,
completely obliterate one party’s sense of deterrence. If their of-
fense is totally obliterated by your defense, they no longer have an
offense. What happens? They build. That’s where we spent 40
years. And we decided, when we had over 30,000 warheads, to
move in the opposite direction.
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Senator DEMINT. Well, Senator, you're making my point. Obvi-
ously, we're agreeing to keep our missile defense to the point where
it does not render their weapons useless.

The CHAIRMAN. No. All that’s been said here is, there’s a rela-
tionship. There’s no agreement not to do anything. And it simply
says that the current level doesn’t do that. It’s just recognizing a
status quo. It does nothing to prevent us, unilaterally, from doing
whatever we want.

Is that correct, Secretary Gates?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Senator DEMINT. But, you just told me

The CHAIRMAN. It simply acknowledges——

Senator DEMINT [continuing]. That if our missile defense can
render theirs useless——

The CHAIRMAN. I'm speaking——

Senator DEMINT [continuing]. That

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. About the common sense of the the-
ory, but I'm not suggesting that this in any way restrains us. I
said, in my opening comments, it does not restrain us.

Senator DEMINT. But, is it not desirable for us to have a missile
defense system that renders their threat useless?

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t, personally, think so, no, because what’ll
happen is, if you get near that, they will do exactly what we both
did over the course of 50 years; they will build to the point that
they feel they can overwhelm your defense, and then you're back
right into the entire scenario we had throughout the cold war,
which took us up to 30,000 warheads each, or more.

Senator DEMINT. So, we're still at the point of mutually assured
destruction. I mean, that’s the basis of——

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. We certainly are. That is accurate.

Senator DEMINT. I think that’s pretty——

Secretary GATES. And I think it needs—one point needs to be
clarified here. Under the last administration, as well as under this
one, it has been the United States policy not to build a missile de-
fense that would render useless Russia’s nuclear capabilities. It has
been a missile defense intended to protect against rogue nations,
such as North Korea and Iran, or countries that have very limited
capabilities. The systems that we have, the systems that originated
and have been funded in the Bush administration, as well as in
this administration, are not focused on trying to render useless
Russia’s nuclear capability. That, in our view, as in theirs, would
be enormously destabilizing, not to mention unbelievably expen-
sive.

Senator DEMINT. So, our ability to protect other countries is a
pipedream, and we don’t even intend to do that. Is that true?

Secretary GATES. Our ability to protect other countries is going
to be focused on countries like Iran and North Korea, the countries
that are rogue states, that are not participants in the NPT, coun-
tries that have shown aggressive intent. And so, we are able to—
we are putting in defenses in Europe that will be able to defend
them. We have defenses in Asia. We're building defenses in the
Middle East. So, we have missile defense capabilities going up all
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around the world, but not intended to eliminate the viability of the
Russian nuclear capability.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, let me do this, because we need to rec-
ognize

Senator DEMINT. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. Senator Shaheen.

It’s a good discussion, it’s a very important one, and it needs to
be clarified. So, I'm going to leave the record open for 2 weeks so
that we may submit additional questions in writing. The record
from this particular hearing will remain open. The record for the
entire process will still be built.

And, with that, I recognize Senator Shaheen to close out the
hearing.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you——

The CHAIRMAN. We have about 5 minutes left on the vote, but
there’s a grace period, so you'll——

Senator SHAHEEN. OK.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. Get your full questioning period.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you all for being here.

I want to follow up a little bit to make sure I'm clear on some
of what I think I heard in your response to Senator DeMint. First
of all, am I correct that the Russians had a unilateral statement
similar to what is on the current START Treaty—on the first
START Treaty?

Secretary CLINTON. There was also perambular language, but
these unilateral statements are very much a pattern. We make
them, they make them, but they are not binding, because they're
not part of the treaty.

Senator SHAHEEN. And is it correct that, even as we developed
our missile defense plans and pulled out of the ABM Treaty, that
the Russians did not pull out of the START Treaty?

Secretary CLINTON. Yes; that is correct.

Senator SHAHEEN. And would you expect a similar reaction as we
continue to develop missile defense plans with this New START
Treaty, from the Russians?

Secretary CLINTON. Senator, we would. And furthermore, we con-
tinue to offer to work with the Russians on missile defense. We
have a standing offer, and we hope that eventually they will, be-
cause we think we now have common enemies.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, and just to, one more time, get it on the
record—I think you answered this for Senator Risch—but, Sec-
retary Gates and Admiral Mullen, are you concerned that this
treaty constricts, in any meaningful way, our ability to carry out
our current missile defense plans?

Secretary GATES. No. I have no concerns whatsoever.

And I would just add that the Russians signed this treaty know-
ing full well we intend to proceed with missile defense.

Admiral MULLEN. I have no concerns, ma’am.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Secretary Clinton, you recently spoke at the NPT Review Con-
ference, and called upon all countries to help strengthen the NPT,
and mentioned that, 40 years ago, after the treaty came into force,
President Kennedy warned that, by the year 1975, we could have
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up to 20 countries with nuclear weapons. Fortunately, that hasn’t
happened. But, can you talk a little bit about how we ensure that
the number of nuclear weapon states doesn’t continue to rise, and
how ratification of the START Treaty can help with that?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, I think it begins with the co-
operative relationship between the United States and Russia, be-
cause there are three aspects to the NPT—one is nonproliferation,
one is disarmament, and one is the peaceful use of nuclear en-
ergy—and the nonaligned movement states have, historically, come
to their NPT obligations with some criticism that the United States
is not doing its part on the disarmament front. There was none of
that at this conference in New York, because of the fact that we
had reached this agreement with Russia. So, it does provide a
stronger platform on which we stand to make the case against pro-
liferation.

The cooperation that we have obtained with Russia, on both
North Korea and Iran in our efforts to constrain and eliminate
their nuclear programs, has been very notable. And I think it is
fair to say that, when this administration started, our relationship
was not very productive. But, through many efforts, and, most par-
ticularly, the intensive efforts around the New START Treaty, that
has changed.

I remember well the quote that you repeated, because the fears
were that, once the genie was out of the bottle, we would have a
multitude of countries with nuclear weapons. That hasn’t hap-
pened, we're determined to prevent it from happening, and we'’re
determined to continue our efforts to prevent Iran from having nu-
clear weapon. And, as I said at the beginning of the hearing, Rus-
sia has joined with us and is part of the agreed statement that is
being discussed at the United Nations now.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

And just a final question. I know, in the earlier questioning,
someone brought up the tactical nuclear weapons question. And I
wonder if any of you could speak to what you think our ability to
negotiate an agreement on tactical nuclear weapons might be if we
fail to ratify this treaty.

Secretary CLINTON. Well, if we fail to ratify this treaty, I think
it’s zero. Once we ratify this treaty, which we are hopeful the Sen-
ate will do, it will still be hard, but it at least is possible, in the
context of our NATO obligations.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Would either of you like to add to that?

Secretary GATES. No. I think that’s exactly right.

Senator SHAHEEN. OK.

Thank you all very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, Admiral
Mullen, thank you very, very much. This has been very helpful.

As T said, the record is open. I know some Senators want to sub-
mit some questions in writing.

We're very grateful to you. Thank you for your work on this.
Thanks for being here today.

We stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY GATES, ADMIRAL MULLEN, AND SECRETARY CLINTON TO
QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LUGAR

MISSILE DEFENSE

For many months prior to signature of the New START Treaty, administration
officials indicated the treaty would contain nothing more than a “provision on the
interrelationship of strategic offensive and strategic defensive arms,” as the 2009
Joint Understanding between Presidents Obama and Medvedev stated.!

Congress clearly understood this when, last summer, a sense of Congress was
adopted stating that “the President should maintain the stated position of the
United States that the follow-on treaty to the START Treaty not include any limita-
tions on the ballistic missile defense systems][.]”2

Consequently, some Senators were surprised to read paragraph 3 of Article V of
New START, which is more than a mere statement on the interrelationship of stra-
tegic offensive and strategic defensive arms.

In addition, Russian and American unilateral statements on missile defense as
well as language in the preamble and definitions all bear on missile defense.

Question. Article XIV, paragraph 3 of the treaty provides that either party may
withdraw from the treaty “if it decides that extraordinary events related to the sub-
ject matter of the treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests.” Has Russia indi-
cated that it would regard any current or future part of either our Ballistic Missile
Defense System or the Phased Adaptive Approach for missile defense in Europe as
jeopardizing its supreme interests?

Answer. No. Regarding current capabilities, the treaty’s preamble records the
shared view of the United States and Russia that “current strategic defensive arms
do not undermine the viability and effectiveness of the strategic offensive arms of
the Parties.” This indicates that Russia is not concerned that current U.S. ballistic
missile defense programs jeopardize Russia’s supreme interests.

Regarding future capabilities, Russia has expressed concerns about a potential
buildup in the missile defense capabilities of the United States that would give rise
to a threat to the strategic nuclear forces potential of the Russian Federation. In
an effort to address Russian concerns we have provided, and will continue to pro-
vide, policy and technical explanations regarding why U.S. ballistic missile defense
(BMD) capabilities such as the European-based Phased Adaptive Approach and the
Ground-Based Midcourse Defense system will not undermine Russia’s strategic nu-
clear deterrent.

Question. To what extent has the administration discussed our regional, and na-
tion%l, missile defense plans with the Russian Government and the Russian mili-
tary?

Answer. The Obama administration has provided briefings to, and discussed U.S.
regional and national ballistic missile defense (BMD) policy, plans, and programs
with the Russian Government and the Russian military. Such briefings and discus-
sions have been held in multiple channels such as the Arms Control and Inter-
national Security Working Group and the Military Cooperation Working Group (con-
sultations between the Joint Staff and the General Staff) which operate under the
auspices of the United States-Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission. Such brief-
ings and discussions are part of an effort to explain why U.S. missile defenses do
not pose a threat to Russia’s strategic deterrent. We will continue to provide such
briefings as appropriate.

REDUCTION LEVELS

Secretary Clinton’s Letter of Submittal and the President’s Letter of Transmittal
state that the purpose of New START is to require “mutual” reductions and limita-
tions on U.S. and Russian strategic offensive arms. Some estimates indicate the
United States may currently deploy 880 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, while
Russia may currently deploy just above 600. Thus, the central limitation to go to
800 deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers and heavy bomb-
ers under Article IT of New START would appear to require the United States to

1At http://www.whitehouse.gov/the press office/The-Joint-Understanding-for-The-Start-Fol-
low-On-Treaty/.

2 At section 1251(b)(1) of Title XII of Public Law 111-84, the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2010.
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make reductions, but not Russia. Moreover, the limit to go to 700 deployed ICBMs,
SLBMs and heavy bombers appears to require the United States to make significant
reductions below current levels, but not Russia.

Admiral Mullen, your written statement indicates that: “I firmly believe that the
central limits established in this treaty and the provision that allows each side the
freedom to determine its own force mix provides us with the necessary flexibility
to field the right future force to meet the Nation’s needs.”

Question. Why did the United States agree to such low limits? Would insisting
on a limit of 900 delivery vehicles have better served U.S. interests?

Answer. The United States agreed to the New START Treaty’s central limits of
1,550 deployed strategic warheads, 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles, and 800
deployed and nondeployed ICBM and SLBM launchers and nuclear-capable heavy
bombers based on strategic force analyses conducted in support of the Nuclear Pos-
ture Review (NPR) and high-level deliberations within the Department of Defense
and the interagency. The NPR analysis and these deliberations concluded that the
limits contained in the New START Treaty would be sufficient to support our deter-
rence requirements, including extended deterrence for our allies, in the current and
projected international security environment. Operating within the limits and
verification regime established by the New START Treaty, the United States and
tllle Russian Federation will be able to maintain strategic stability at lower force lev-
els.

Question. What did the United States get in return from Russia for agreeing to
thc_fles‘s limits in view of the fact that all of the reductions appear to be on the U.S.
side?

Answer. Like the START Treaty, the New START Treaty sets equal, but lower,
aggregate limits on the number of deployed strategic delivery vehicles and associ-
ated warheads that each side may have. These limitations on Russian forces, com-
bined with mechanisms to verify compliance, constitute the basic bargain of the
treaty, and are consistent with our objective of concluding a treaty that will provide
predictability, transparency, and stability in the United States-Russian strategic re-
lationship at lower nuclear force levels.

Seven years after entry into force of the New START Treaty, both Parties will
have to ensure their strategic offensive forces are at levels within the treaty’s three
limits. The treaty allows the United States to maintain and modernize our strategic
nuclear forces in a way that best protects our national security interests, within the
overall limits of the treaty.

The administration agreed to the New START central limits on the basis of rec-
ommendations from the Department of Defense based on analyses conducted by the
U.S. Strategic Command in support of the Nuclear Posture Review. These analyses
indicated that the United States could field a highly capable triad of strategic deliv-
ery systems that would be fully capable of meeting the Nation’s deterrence require-
ments.

The New START Treaty also reinforces America’s ability to lead and revitalize
global efforts to prevent proliferation and to strengthen the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty by demonstrating that the world’s two largest nuclear powers are taking
concrete steps to reduce their nuclear arms.

SIGNIFICANCE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

A central question for the Senate in examining any arms control treaty is whether
its terms would provide the United States with sufficient and timely warning to re-
spond to noncompliance so as to deny a violator benefit of the violation, and well
before noncompliance becomes militarily significant. Military significance has tradi-
tionally been seen in terms of the strengths of U.S. and Russian Forces and the mo-
tivations for Russian cheating.

Question. To what degree would you assess the Russians have any motivation to
cheat under New START?

Answer. This topic is included in a classified National Intelligence Estimate on
the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. How would the types of OSI permitted in the New START Treaty (a)
discover cheating relative to New START’s limitations; (b) raise the cost of such
cheating; and (c) deter cheating?

Answer. New START contains three central limits: 1,550 warheads on deployed
ICBMs and SLBMs and nuclear warheads counted for deployed heavy bombers; 700
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deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed nuclear-capable heavy bombers;
and 800 total deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and nu-
clear-capable heavy bombers. The launchers, missiles, and heavy bombers subject to
these treaty limits are required to be based at declared facilities, most of which will
be subject to onsite inspections under the treaty.

As was the case under the START Treaty, onsite inspections will allow the Parties
to confirm the declared numbers of missiles, mobile launchers, and deployed war-
heads on a spot-check basis, thereby helping to detect and deter misrepresentation
of such numbers. The assignment of unique identifiers for each ICBM, SLBM, and
heavy bomber, which can be confirmed during onsite inspections, also will serve as
a deterrent to cheating by making it easier to track each declared strategic delivery
vehicle.

The Intelligence Community’s assessment of its ability to monitor the New
START Treaty is conveyed in a classified National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) pro-
vided to the Senate on June 30, 2010. This NIE will help inform the verifiability
report that the State Department is responsible for drafting in accordance with sec-
tion 306 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act. The section 306 report will be
provided to the Congress, on a timely basis, and will address the determinations
made by the U.S. Government as to the degree to which the requirements of the
New START Treaty can be verified.

New START verification measures provide the ability to discover cheating, thus
providing a basis for appropriate responses, and thereby helping to deter it.

Question. What activities involving New START accountable items are permitted
under New START and what activities involving New START accountable items are
prohibited under New START?

Answer. Article IV of the New START Treaty retains a number of the restrictions
and prohibitions on activities relating to strategic offensive arms that contributed
to predictability and stability under START. These include restrictions on where de-
ployed arms and test items may be based, restrictions on where nondeployed stra-
tegic offensive arms may be located, a ban on strategic offensive arms at eliminated
facilities with certain exceptions, and a ban on basing strategic offensive arms out-
side a Party’s national territory.

Within the framework of the specific provisions of the New START Treaty, the
Parties have significant discretion in how their strategic offensive forces are com-
posed and structured. This principle is reflected in paragraph 2 of Article II and
paragraph 1 of Article V of the treaty, which states that, subject to the provisions
of the treaty, each Party has the right to determine the composition of its force
structure and is free to carry out modernization and replacement of strategic offen-
sive arms.

Question. Given that there are relatively few limits on warheads and delivery ve-
hicles in New START as compared to START I, and the many administration state-
ments that the United States and Russia are not likely to engage in a strategic
buildup similar to that undertaken during the cold war, could there still be cheating
under New START that would constitute militarily significant cheating, or would
cheating likely be militarily insignificant and marginal?

Answer. Any act by the Russian Federation to violate its obligations under the
New START Treaty, and/or to deceive the United States in its effort to verify Rus-
sian compliance with the New START Treaty, would be considered extremely seri-
ous. The military significance of any discovered cheating scenario would have to be
assessed in terms of its potential military and political impact in the context of the
broader international security environment at the time the cheating was occurring.

Factors that would bear on such an assessment include the quantitative level of
cheating and the overall threat it posed to the military capabilities of the United
States and its allies and partners; the kind or kinds of weapons involved and their
specific capabilities; our assessment of the state of readiness and training of a clan-
destine force; whether the cheating scenario improved Russian strategic military ca-
pability in a manner that destabilized or threatened to destabilize the United
States-Russian military balance and eroded U.S. deterrence; whether deployed U.S.
military forces were sufficient to pose an effective counter to the Russian capabili-
ties augmented by the clandestine force; whether the U.S. had sufficient strategic
warning to generate additional capabilities to counter the Russian buildup; and the
overall political and military situation surrounding the discovery of Russian cheat-
ing, whether it was occurring in the context of relative calm and stability in United
States-Russian relations or during a period of already heightening tension between
the United States and the Russian Federation.
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VOTKINSK

Under the INF Treaty and START I, up to 30 U.S. monitors were permanently
stationed at the portal-and-perimeter continuous monitoring (PPCM) facility at
Votkinsk in Udmurtia to conduct continuous monitoring of final assembly of Rus-
sian ICBM systems using solid rocket motors, including road-mobile ICBM systems
such as the SS-25 Topol, the SS-27 Topol-M, and now, the RS—-24. Monitors ob-
served and measured containers as they exited the portal perimeter area (a des-
ignated space in which inspection occurred) at the Machine Building Plant. New
START does not contain continuous monitoring, despite the fact that Votkinsk re-
mains the only location in Russia where this integration is done, and Russia ap-
pears to be deploying more road-mobile ICBMs.

Question. Why did the United States agree to terminate monitoring at Votkinsk?

Answer. Continuous monitoring at the Votkinsk Machine Building Plant began as
part of the INF Treaty and was one of the verification measures used to monitor
mobile ICBM production under the START Treaty. The termination of Votkinsk
monitoring coincided with the expiration of the START Treaty. With the expiration
of START on December 5, 2009, there was no legal basis for maintaining the U.S.
portal monitoring facility at Votkinsk and the United States was required to termi-
nate its presence at Votkinsk.

Question. At what point during the negotiations did the United States decide not
to seek continued monitoring at Votkinsk as part of New START?

Answer. During the later part of 2007, the United States and Russia determined
that neither side wanted to extend the START Treaty. While both sides indicated
a willingness to continue some transparency and verification measures when a fol-
low-on treaty was discussed in 2008, Votkinsk was not among them. With the an-
ticipated expiration of START, preparations began in 2008 for ending U.S. portal
monitoring at Votkinsk so that the United States would be able to depart in an or-
derly way when START expired on December 5, 2009. The Russian Government
made clear to us that it was not prepared to agree to continuous monitoring at
Votkinsk under a new treaty.

Question. What was the position of the Russian Government on continuing PPCM-
Votkinsk under New START?

Answer. During the later part of 2007, the United States and Russia determined
that neither side wanted to extend the START Treaty. With the anticipated expira-
tion of START, preparation began in 2008 for ending U.S. portal monitoring at
Votkinsk so that the United States would be able to depart in an orderly way when
START expired on December 5, 2009. The Russian Government made clear to the
United States that it was not prepared to agree to continuous monitoring at
Votkinsk under a new treaty.

Question. If the previous administration decided to vacate Votkinsk, when was
that decision made and in what context?

Answer. In anticipation of the December 2009 expiration of the START Treaty,
the previous administration began to negotiate an agreement on arrangements for
closing down U.S. continuous monitoring at Votkinsk. On October 20, 2009, with the
expiration of the START Treaty less than 2 months away, the START Treaty’s im-
plementation commission, the Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission (JCIC),
reached an agreement relating to closure of the portal monitoring activity. This Oc-
tober 2009 agreement is identical to an agreement negotiated and agreed ad ref-
erendum by the Bush administration in November 2008, with the exception of some
minor nonsubstantive edits made to conform the English and Russian translations.

VERIFICATION

Secretary Gates, appearing before this committee in 1992 on START I, as Director
of Central Intelligence, you stated, “the verifiability of this treaty has always been
seen, by supporters and opponents alike, as the key to the Senate consent process.”
Writing in the Wall Street Journal last week, Secretary Gates stated that New
START “establishes an extensive verification regime to ensure that Russia is com-
plying with its treaty obligations. These include short-notice inspections of both de-
ployed and nondeployed systems, verification of the numbers of warheads actually
carried on Russian strategic missiles, and unique identifiers that will help us
track—for the very first time—all accountable strategic nuclear delivery systems.”

If there are no limits in New START on the number of reentry vehicles (RVs) on
any missile, it would appear that better onsite inspections (OSI), including improved
RVOSI, do not verify any limits but rather confirm that there are warheads on a
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missile and that a given missile is where Russia says it is. It is also unclear how
improved RVOSI can significantly contribute to verification of a treaty not limiting
RVs.

In START I, unique identifiers were used to track road-mobile missiles, and only
these missiles. In New START, unique identifiers would be used for all systems, but
it is not clear what verification value there is in these arrangements.

Question. What are the New START onsite inspections and data notifications sup-
posed to verify other than the location of a missile or heavy bomber in Russia?

Answer. The New START Treaty’s verification regime, which includes onsite in-
spections, a comprehensive database, a wide range of notifications, and unique iden-
tifiers, as discussed below, is designed to permit verification of each Party’s compli-
ance with the treaty’s provisions, including the three central numerical limits con-
tained in Article II of the treaty, as well as the numbers and status of treaty-ac-
countable strategic offensive arms.

On-site Inspections.—The treaty provides that each Party can conduct up to 18 on-
site inspections each year at operating bases for ICBMs, ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs), and heavy bombers, as well as storage facilities, test ranges, and conver-
sion and elimination facilities. These inspection activities contribute to the
verification of compliance with the treaty’s central limits by checking on the accu-
racy of declared data on the numbers of deployed and nondeployed ICBMs, SLBMs,
and nuclear-capable heavy bombers and on the warheads located on or counted for
them, as well as conversions and eliminations of strategic offensive arms.

Comprehensive Database.—A comprehensive database, which will be initially pop-
ulated 45 days after the treaty enters into force, will receive new data constantly
as notifications of changes in the force structures of the two Parties are conveyed
in accordance with treaty provisions. It will also be updated comprehensively every
6 months. Thus, it will help provide the United States with a “rolling” overall pic-
ture of Russia’s strategic offensive forces.

Notifications.—The treaty mandates a large number of notifications which will
help to track the movement and changes in status of systems covered by the treaty.

Unique Identifiers (UID)—Unique alpha-numeric identifiers assigned to each
ICBM, SLBM, and heavy bomber, when combined with required notifications and
the comprehensive database, will contribute to our ability to track the disposition
and patterns of operation of treaty accountable systems throughout their life cycles.

Question. Since enhanced RVOSI does not serve to verify an RV limit, how will
it help monitor limits in Article II of the New START Treaty, or constitute an im-
provement over similar OSI under START I?

Answer. The New START Treaty’s procedures for inspections of reentry vehicles
are part of the treaty’s more extensive type one inspections. These inspections con-
firm the accuracy of declared data on the numbers of warheads emplaced on des-
ignated, deployed ICBMs and SLBMs. These inspections will help to confirm compli-
ance with the Article II central limit of 1,550 warheads on deployed ICBMs, de-
ployed SLBMs, and nuclear warheads counted for deployed heavy bombers.

For the first time, inspectors will be tasked to confirm that the actual number
of reentry vehicles emplaced on a designated ICBM or SLBM is consistent with in-
formation provided during the preinspection briefing.

Under the START Treaty, inspectors could only confirm that no more reentry ve-
hicles than the number attributed to that type of missile were emplaced on an
ICBM or SLBM designated for a reentry vehicle inspection.

Question. To which part of each New START accountable system will each unique
identifier be applied?

Answer. The New START Treaty provides each Party with great flexibility regard-
ing the mode of application and size of the unique identifiers (UIDs) it is required
to affix to all of its ICBMs, SLBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers. Currently,
all U.S. strategic offensive systems have some form of number that will be used as
the UID for treaty purposes.

U.S. ICBM first stages each contain a serial number that is located on an identi-
fication plate on the side of the first-stage rocket motor. For ICBMs loaded in silo
launchers, where the first stage is not visible during an inspection, the UID will be
affixed somewhere on or near the launcher, either inside the personnel access hatch
of the silo, on the launcher closure door, or on the launch facility fence.

U.S. SLBM first stages each contain a serial number that is located on a plaque
on the front dome of the first stage motor. For SLBM first stages that are not as-
sembled with a second stage, the serial numbers can be directly accessed and
viewed. For SLBMs that are partially or fully assembled, so that the serial numbers
cannot be directly accessed and viewed, the UIDs will be affixed somewhere on or
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near the missile first stage or written on a placard in the vicinity of the missile.
For assembled SLBMs in loading tubes, the UIDs will be written on the exterior
of the loading tube. For an SLBM loaded in a SSBN launcher, the UID will be af-
fixed somewhere on the launcher or hatch.

Each heavy bomber carries a unique number that is located on the tail of the B—
52 and B-1B and on the nose gear door of the B-2A.

Part Two of the Annex on Inspection Activities requires that the unique identifier
of a deployed ICBM and deployed SLBM be replicated directly on the deployed
launcher of ICBMs or near it, and directly on the deployed SLBM launcher, so that
inspectors can view and record the UID in the inspection activity report.

Question. There is less stringent verification in the New START Treaty. Did the
administration agree to this because (a) at lower numbers of facilities and systems
less verification is needed; (b) because fewer treaty limits require less verification;
or (c) because United States-Russian relations justify fewer formal nuclear
verification and compliance mechanisms?

Answer. The verification measures contained in New START are not “less strin-
gent” than those under the START Treaty. New START verification provisions are
tailored to verify the requirements of the New START Treaty, which are different
from START requirements. The New START Treaty allows the Parties greater oper-
ational flexibility to configure their strategic forces as they see fit within the overall
treaty limits. This is possible and appropriate because of the knowledge accumu-
lated during 15 years of START Treaty implementation and the developing relation-
ship between the United States and Russia.

For example, under the expired START Treaty, provisions allowed for confirma-
tion that a missile of a certain type was not carrying more than the maximum num-
ber of warheads attributed to that type of missile. In the New START Treaty, there
are no restrictions on how many warheads a certain type of missile may carry. In-
stead, we will have the opportunity during inspections to confirm the actual number
of warheads emplaced on a designated missile and declared during the preinspection
briefing. Verification of the actual number of warheads was not required by the
START Treaty.

While it is true that the new treaty provides for fewer inspections in a given year,
18, rather than the annual quota of 28 permitted under the START Treaty, the
number of inspectable Russian facilities will be 35, substantially lower than the 70
facilities belonging to the four successor states to the former Soviet Union that were
subject to inspection under the START Treaty. Therefore we have fewer facilities
for inspection, and need fewer inspections to achieve a comparable level of oversight.
In addition, type one inspections combine many of the aspects associated with two
different types of inspections that were conducted separately under START, thus re-
quiring fewer inspections annually at the operating bases while achieving many of
the results of the previous START inspection regime with a smaller number of an-
nual inspections.

COOPERATIVE MEASURES

Due to limitations inherent in our NTM, START I contained a variety of coopera-
tive measures, including a ban on concealment, notifications of missile movement,
equipment exhibitions, design differences to distinguish variants of systems, public
display of certain missiles at certain times, and a ban on the denial of telemetric
data monitoring. These were used to help target our NTM to monitor declared infor-
mation under START I.

Question. In your view, does New START contain sufficient and similar coopera-
tive measures to assist our NTM? For those cooperative measures not included in
New START (a ban on denial of telemetric data, for example) why were they deter-
mined to be unnecessary? In the absence of such measures, would our NTM be suffi-
cient to continue to provide information that, while not necessary to verify the New
START Treaty, nevertheless remains useful for ensuring confidence and stability in
the United States-Russian strategic relationship?

Answer. In July 2009, Presidents Obama and Medvedev issued a joint statement
that the new treaty would contain “provisions on definitions, data exchanges, notifi-
cations, eliminations, inspections and verification procedures, as well as confidence
building and transparency measures, as adapted, simplified, and made less costly,
as appropriate, in comparison to the START Treaty.” The verification regime of the
New START Treaty is based upon the 15 years of successful implementation of
START and is tailored to the specific obligations of the new treaty.
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The New START Treaty provides for many of the same verification measures that
were in START, such as: extensive notifications, prohibitions on interference with
NTM, unique identifiers, inspections and exhibitions.

Further discussion about the intelligence community’s ability to monitor the New
START Treaty is included in a classified National Intelligence Estimate which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

INSPECTIONS

Under START I, there were 12 different types of OSI. According to the Depart-
ment of State, the United States conducted more than 600 START I inspections in
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Ukraine. A 1992 analysis done by the executive
branch concluded that to have 95 percent confidence of detecting just one instance
of cheating involving the number of RVs on 25 of Russia’s SS-18 ICBMs, we would
need at least 16 inspections per year of such systems under START I. New START
would permit up to 10 similar inspections per year on all deployed New START ac-
countable systems in Russia.

Question. On what analysis did the administration rely to arrive at the number
of annual inspects permitted under New START—10 per year on deployed systems
and 8 per year on nondeployed systems?

Answer. The interagency assessed the number of type one and type two inspec-
tions needed annually to meet U.S. inspection objectives as the nature of these in-
spection types emerged during the New START negotiations. These assessments ul-
timately concluded that an annual quota of 18 such inspections would be adequate
to meet U.S. inspection needs.

The New START Treaty provides for an annual quota of up to 18 short notice,
onsite inspections to aid in verifying Russian compliance with its treaty obligations.
These inspections will provide U.S. inspectors with periodic access to key strategic
weapons facilities to verify the accuracy of Russian data declarations and deter
cheating. Although the new treaty provides for fewer inspections than the annual
quota of 28 permitted under the original START Treaty, the number of inspectable
facilities in Russia under the New START Treaty (35) is also significantly lower
than the declared number of such facilities in Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine—the former Soviet Union—when the START Treaty entered into force (70).
Furthermore, some verification activities covered by two separate inspection types
under the START Treaty have been combined into a single inspection under the
New START Treaty.

The New START Treaty inspection quota includes up to 10 type one inspections
of deployed and nondeployed strategic offensive arms which will be conducted at op-
erating bases for ICBMs, ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), and nuclear-capable
heavy bombers. The quota also includes up to eight type two inspections focused on
nondeployed strategic systems, which will be conducted at facilities such as storage
sites, test ranges, and conversion or elimination facilities, as well as formerly de-
clared facilities.

Question. Based on relevant START I data, or any data provided 45 days after
the date of signature of New START as specified in Part Two of its Protocol, how
many facilities, by name and location, and systems, by name, type and total num-
ber, in the Russian Federation would be accountable under New START?

Answer. Please see classified response to be provided separately.

Question. Are you confident that, to the extent they are needed, enough inspec-
tions are permitted? If so, on what basis?

Answer. The New START Treaty provides for an annual quota of up to 18 onsite
inspections to aid in verifying Russian compliance with its treaty obligations. While
the new treaty provides for fewer inspections than the annual quota of 28 permitted
under the START Treaty, the 35 inspectable facilities Russia has declared under
New START is also lower than the 70 inspectable facilities in Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Russia, and Ukraine (55 of which were in Russia) at the time of entry into force
of the START Treaty.

Further discussion about the intelligence community’s ability to monitor the New
START Treaty is included in a classified National Intelligence Estimate, which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. Please provide for the record the analysis, including any statistical ex-
amination, done regarding the number of inspections required to have high, medium
and low confidence of monitoring limits under New START. This material may be
submitted in classified form if necessary.



84

Answer. This topic is included in a classified National Intelligence Estimate on
the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. Under START I, up to 10 “RVOSI-only” inspections per year were per-
mitted in addition to other START I OSI. Under New START, there apparently will
be 10 “RVOSI-plus” inspections minus some but not all other START I OSI for all
deployed New START accountable systems. Is it the case that while the frequency
of inspection activity goes down (expressed in numbers of inspections per year), the
intensity of activity during each New START inspection would actually increase (ex-
pressed as combined START I-OSI activities and the length(s) of time for each such
inspection)?

Answer. Type one inspections are to be conducted at the operating bases for
ICBMs, SLBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers and will focus on both deployed
and nondeployed strategic systems. Type one inspections under the new treaty com-
bine many of the elements from two START Treaty inspection types, the data up-
date inspection and the reentry vehicle onsite inspection (RVOSI), which were con-
ducted separately at ICBM bases and submarine bases under the START Treaty.
Although there will be a smaller annual quota for onsite inspections under New
START than under START (a total of 18 under New START compared to 28 under
START), the scope of the type one inspections at the operating bases will be greater
than either a data update inspection or RVOSI under START, thus the time needed
to complete the inspection may be much longer than was the case for either of the
separate inspections conducted under the START Treaty. The period of time for
completing the portion of the type one inspection to confirm the number of reentry
vehicles emplaced on a designated, deployed ICBM or SLBM will be the time nec-
essary for inspectors to complete the inspection. Following the reentry vehicle in-
spection portion of the type one inspection, inspectors are permitted up to 24 hours
to complete the inspection of nondeployed ICBMs, nondeployed SLBMs, and non-
deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs at the applicable portions of operational bases.
For inspection of heavy bombers at air bases, the time for conducting a type one
inspection is up to 30 hours.

RESPONSE OF SECRETARY GATES, ADMIRAL MULLEN, AND SECRETARY CLINTON TO
QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR WICKER

Question. Has the U.S. ever made side agreements or signed side letters to arms
control treaties in the past? If so, what treaties? Please share these side agree-
ments, classified or unclassified.

Answer. The United States has on occasion concluded side agreements to arms
control agreements. For example, during the negotiation of the START Treaty, the
United States and the Soviet Union concluded a number of side agreements and
signed side letters associated with that treaty but not considered to be integral
parts of the treaty. These included agreements on exhibitions of strategic offensive
arms and on exchange of lists of inspectors, monitors, and aircrew members prior
to entry into force of the treaty, and side letters on the phased reduction of deployed
heavy ICBMs, on the distinguishability of B—1 bombers equipped for different types
of nuclear armaments, and on the provision of photographs. These agreements and
letters were provided to the Senate for its information as part of the START Treaty
transmittal package (Treaty Doc. 102—20) and are also discussed in the committee’s
report on the START Treaty (Exec. Rept. 102-53).

In addition, following signature of the INF Treaty but prior to ratification, three
exchanges of diplomatic notes, and an agreed minute, were agreed between the
United States and the Soviet Union and were provided to the Senate during its con-
sideration of the treaty. These are also publicly available (http:/www.state.gov/t/isn/
trty/18432.htm).

No such side agreements or letters were concluded or exchanged with respect to
the New START Treaty.

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY GATES AND ADMIRAL MULLEN TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LUGAR

PROMPT GLOBAL STRIKE

The New START Treaty will apply to ICBMs or SLBMs that carry conventional
warheads, a so-called Prompt Global Strike (PGS) capability, because conventional
warheads on ballistic missiles would count against Article II limits in New START.
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The treaty defines the term “ballistic missile” to mean a missile that is a weapon-
delivery vehicle that has a ballistic trajectory over most of its flight path. Thus,
there is a one-for-one tradeoff within New START’s limitations on deployed ICBMs,
SLBMs and warheads between each PGS system and each nuclear missile, warhead,
and launcher limited by the New START Treaty. If the United States were to deploy
28 SLBMs with conventional warheads, the real limit on deployed strategic offensive
nuclear arms could actually be 672 and the warhead limit would be closer to 1,500-
gﬁ?ging us closer to what Russia currently deploys in strategic nuclear delivery ve-
icles, at 608.

Question. How many PGS weapons will the United States have over the duration
of the New START Treaty, and when and on what delivery vehicles will they be
deployed?

Answer. The New START Treaty protects the U.S. ability to develop and deploy
a conventional prompt global strike (CPGS) capability, should the United States de-
cide to pursue such a capability. A study of long range strike options, including
those that would provide CPGS capabilities, is currently underway in the Depart-
ment of Defense, but no decisions have been made on which, if any, CPGS delivery
systems to acquire or when such systems would be fielded. However, based on anal-
ysis of alternative options, the Department of Defense has concluded that any de-
ployment of conventional warheads on ICBMs or SLBMs during the 10-year life of
this treaty would be limited, and could be accommodated within the aggregate lim-
its of the Treaty while sustaining a robust nuclear triad.

Question. Do the limits in New START constrain either future PGS capabilities
or our deployed strategic nuclear weapons (missiles, launchers and warheads) in
ways that could prove detrimental to our future strategic capabilities, both conven-
tional and nuclear, and deterrence missions?

Answer. No, the New START Treaty protects the U.S. ability to develop and de-
ploy a conventional prompt global strike capability, should the U.S. decide to pursue
such a capability. The treaty does not prohibit the United States from building or
deploying conventionally armed, treaty-accountable ICBMs or SLBMs. Conventional
warheads deployed on such ICBMs or SLBMs would count toward the New START
Treaty aggregate warhead limit of 1,550, and the deployed ICBMs or SLBMs upon
which they were loaded would count against the limits on deployed strategic deliv-
ery vehicles. However, based on analysis of alternative options, the Department of
Defense has concluded that any deployment of conventional warheads on ICBMs or
SLBMs during the 10-year life of this treaty would be limited, and could be accom-
modélted within the aggregate limits of the treaty while sustaining a robust nuclear
triad.

THE PREAMBLE—ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS

The Preamble to the New START Treaty acknowledges that the Parties will seek
to reduce further the role and importance of nuclear weapons and provide new im-
petus to a step-by-step process of reducing and limiting nuclear arms while main-
taining the safety and security of their nuclear arsenals, and with a view to expand-
ing this process in the future, including to a multilateral approach.

Question. From a military standpoint, would additional reductions in U.S. ICBMs,
SLBMs and their launchers, warheads, and heavy bombers and their nuclear arma-
ments below those contained in the New START Treaty be desirable, and if so,
under what conditions?

Answer. The United States will continue to take concrete steps to reduce the role
and number of nuclear weapons in its national security strategy, in accordance with
its long-term goal of a world without nuclear weapons. But this goal will not be
reached quickly and its success will not be achieved by U.S. actions alone.

As stated in the Nuclear Posture Review, the President has directed a review of
post-New START arms control objectives to consider further reductions in nuclear
weapons.

Specifically, the U.S. goals in post-New START bilateral negotiations with Russia
will likely include reducing nonstrategic/tactical nuclear weapons and nondeployed
nuclear weapons, as well as deployed strategic nuclear weapons—ICBMs, SLBMs,
and nuclear-capable heavy bombers. Of course, any specific United States-Russian
discussions on U.S. nonstrategic/tactical nuclear weapons will take place in the con-
text of continued close consultation with allies and partners. The United States will
maintain a nuclear arsenal to maintain strategic stability with other major nuclear
powers, deter potential adversaries, and reassure our allies and partners of our se-
curity commitments to them.
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BREAKOUT

The administration’s Article-by-Article Analysis for New START states that as ne-
gotiations proceeded, the Parties agreed to pursue a limit for the aggregate number
of deployed and nondeployed launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs and for deployed and
nondeployed heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments. This limit (now in
clause (c) of paragraph 1 of Article II) is intended to limit the ability of the Parties
to “break out” of treaty limits by constraining the number of nondeployed ICBM and
SLBM launchers and nondeployed heavy bombers available for deployment. Each
Party will have to operate within this aggregate limit as it considers whether to
build and store new systems, and whether to eliminate, convert or retain older sys-
tems.

The 1992 Foreign Relations Committee Report on the START I Treaty (Executive
Report 102-53) stated, with regard to cheating and breakout scenarios, “there is al-
ways the possibility that the other side could have extra warheads on undeclared,
non-deployed missiles. These missiles would be cost effective only if they could be
launched from mobile missiles that could be reloaded in a relatively short time.”

START I capped road-mobile systems at 250. It also used Votkinsk monitoring to
obtain a running count on such systems, such as SS-25s, and applied a unique iden-
tifier to each such system.

Question. Under New START, do you assess that (a) Russia could maintain
undetectable, undeclared, road-mobile missiles, and warheads and launchers that
could be mated with them, and (b) whether Russia has any incentive(s) to do so?

Answer. This topic is addressed in the classified National Intelligence Estimate
on the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. What specific elements in the New START Treaty would allow us to de-
tect such a covert capability?

Answer. This topic is addressed in the classified National Intelligence Estimate
on the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. What U.S. NTM could detect such a covert capability?

Answer. This topic is addressed in the classified National Intelligence Estimate
on the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. How long would it take for elements of Russia’s strategic forces to re-
load road-mobile missile launchers, in either a training or combat scenario?

D}oes Russia have the infrastructure required to do either in an undetectable fash-
ion?

Answer. This topic is addressed in the classified National Intelligence Estimate
on the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Question. Why does New START contain a limitation only on non-deployed
launchers of road-mobile missiles and no limitation on nondeployed, road-mobile
missiles of any kind?

Answer. The central limits on strategic delivery vehicles and their associated war-
heads are intended to limit the deployed strategic forces of each Party. During the
negotiations, the Parties also agreed to pursue a third central limit for the aggre-
gate number of deployed and nondeployed launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs, includ-
ing all mobile launchers of ICBMs, and deployed and nondeployed heavy bombers
equipped for nuclear armaments. This third central limit is designed to limit the
ability of the Parties to “break out” of the treaty limits by constraining the number
of nondeployed ICBM and SLBM launchers and nondeployed heavy bombers avail-
able for deployment.

Although there is no treaty limit on the number of nondeployed ICBMs and
SLBMs, the ability of a Party to utilize any nondeployed ICBMs or SLBMs as part
of a “break out” scenario is constrained by the overall limit on deployed and non-
deployed ICBM and SLBM launchers and deployed and nondeployed heavy bombers.

Question. START I contained a limitation on the types of systems that could be
kept in the nondeployed category. To wit, there was a limit of 110 total nondeployed
launchers, of which no more than 18 could have been rail-mobile launchers. Why
doesn’t New START provide comparable specificity with regard to the types of ac-
countable launchers or missiles that may be kept in a nondeployed mode?
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Answer. New START was created with a view to maintain flexibility for both Par-
ties by allowing each Party to determine for itself how to structure its strategic nu-
clear forces within the treaty’s limits. New START has three central limits: the
number of warheads on deployed ICBMs, on deployed SLBMs, and counted for de-
ployed heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments; the number of deployed
ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers; and the number of deployed and nondeployed
ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers equipped for nuclear arma-
ments.

These three limits, while separate, allow each Party a range of options with re-
spect to how it will arrange its force structure. Each Party must make trade-offs
regarding its force structure in order to meet all three limits.

Question. How does the third central limit in New START on deployed and non-
deployed launchers constrain or shape future Russian strategic forces given that
they are already well below New START’s limits on deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and
heavy bombers?

Answer. This topic is addressed in the classified National Intelligence Estimate
on the Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START Treaty that was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

NET ASSESSMENTS

For START I, the United States conducted a net assessment of possible U.S. force
structures in response to future Russian strategic offensive forces. To date, I am
aware of no such assessments for U.S. and Russian strategic forces over the dura-
tion of the New START Treaty.

Question. Can you provide such assessments to this committee?

Answer. Assessments regarding the projected effectiveness of alternative U.S. nu-
clear force structures in the context of strategic exchanges involving potential future
Russian Federation nuclear force structures and target bases were conducted within
the context of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR). The postulated Russian capabili-
ties used to conduct these analyses were based on the intelligence community’s as-
sessments of potential future Russian force structures under various assumptions.

The Nuclear Posture Review analyzed the ability of notional U.S. force structures
to meet posited deterrence and stability requirements at progressively lower num-
bers of U.S. and Russian nuclear forces to provide a basis for identifying acceptable
strategic force levels that could be reflected in the interagency approved negotiating
instructions to the U.S. New START delegation. This analysis was conducted by the
}J.S.l Strategic Command in support of the Nuclear Posture Review at the Top Secret
evel.

There was no “final net assessment” of the balance of U.S. and Russian Federa-
tion strategic offensive forces under New START limits. Rather, the acceptability of
U.S. strategic forces fielded within potential treaty limits was assessed in terms of
their ability to meet posited U.S. deterrence and stability requirements.

Question. How will future U.S. strategic forces provide support for deterrence mis-
sions, in particular, extended deterrence missions, under New START?

Answer. The Secretary of Defense, based on recommendations from the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, has established a baseline strategic nuclear force structure that fully
supports U.S. security requirements including those associated with extended deter-
rence, and conforms to the New START Treaty limits. This baseline force struc-
ture—which provides a basis for future planning—provides the flexibility to make
adjustments as appropriate, and as permitted by the treaty:

e The United States currently has 450 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
deployed in silos. The baseline plan for compliance with the New START Treaty
limi;cls vgill retain up to 420 deployed Minuteman III ICBMs, each with a single
warhead.

e The United States currently has 94 deployable nuclear-capable heavy bombers.
Under the baseline plan, some will be converted to conventional-only heavy
bombers (not accountable under the treaty), and up to 60 nuclear-capable heavy
bombers will be retained.

e The United States currently has 14 strategic ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs). Under the baseline plan, all 14 will be retained. The United States
will reduce the accountable number of submarine-launched ballistic missile
(SLBM) launchers (launch tubes) from 24 to 20 per SSBN, and deploy no more
than 240 SLBMs at any time.

Over the next decade, the United States will invest well over $100 billion in nu-
clear delivery systems to sustain existing capabilities and modernize some strategic
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systems. U.S. nuclear weapons will undergo extensive life extension programs in the
coming years to ensure their safety, security, and effectiveness. Maintaining a cred-
ible nuclear deterrent requires that the United States operate a modern physical in-
frastructure and sustain a highly capable workforce. The administration’s mod-
ernization plan will ensure that our nuclear complex has the essential capabilities
to support a strong nuclear deterrent—as well as arms control, nonproliferation, and
counterproliferation requirements—over the next decade and beyond. The President
is committed to modernizing the nuclear complex and maintaining a safe, secure,
and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile without nuclear testing.

The Nuclear Posture Review makes clear that as long as nuclear weapons exist,
the U.S. will maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal to deter attacks
on the U.S., our allies, and partners. This includes extended deterrence. Extended
deterrence and assurance remain strong and the U.S. remains firm in its security
commitments to all of our allies and partners. While the U.S. is retiring the nuclear-
tipped sea-launched cruise missile, the United States retains a variety of capabili-
ties to forward-deploy nuclear weapons if the situation ever demands, including
dual-capable fighters and heavy bombers.

Question. How do Russia’s many tactical nuclear weapons shape stability calcula-
tions relative to future U.S. strategic nuclear forces?

Answer. Because of their limited range and very different roles from those played
by strategic nuclear forces, the vast majority of Russian tactical nuclear weapons
could not directly influence the strategic nuclear balance between the United States
and Russia. Russian nuclear-armed sea launched cruise missiles, which could be
launched from attack submarines deployed off U.S. coasts, hold locations in the
United States at risk, but could not threaten deployed submarine-launched ballistic
missiles (which will comprise a significant fraction of U.S. strategic forces under
New START), and would pose a very limited threat to the hundreds of silo-based
ICBMs that the United States will retain under New START. Because the United
States will retain a robust strategic force structure under New START, Russia’s tac-
tical nuclear weapons will have little or no impact on strategic stability.

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY GATES AND ADMIRAL MULLEN TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BARRASSO

Question. A foreign media source in India recently reported that in recent years
Russia has developed new long-range nuclear missiles armed with multiple war-
heads that are said to be capable of “piercing U.S. missile defenses.”

The article stated that “the land-based RS—24 missile is due to be deployed next
year, and the submarine-launched Bulava missile is still undergoing tests.” The ar-
ticle also states that by 2016 Russia plans to build a heavier land-based missile.

I would like to hear your analysis and evaluation of Russia’s modernization of its
nuclear arsenals. How concerned are you about these technological developments?

Answer. The Russian Federation has announced that it is developing and deploy-
ing new ICBMs and SLBMs. These include the MIRVed RS-24 ICBM, the new
RSM-56 SLBM, a modernized SS-N-23 SLBM, and a new class of SSBN to carry
the RSM-56. Russia has also stated that it is developing a new heavy ICBM and
that it has signed a contract for preliminary design work on a new heavy bomber.
Russia has also stated it is developing and deploying new nuclear warheads for its
strategic nuclear force.

These developments are of concern to the Department of Defense. The Depart-
ment will take all necessary steps to ensure that U.S. forces, and particularly our
strategic forces, are able to fulfill their missions regardless of Russian technological
or other types of advances.

Question. The United States and Russia have over 90 percent of the world’s nu-
clear weapons. However, there are many nations who have interest in increasing
their nuclear weapon supplies and capabilities.

The Nuclear Posture Review mentions concerns from the United States and other
nations about China’s military nuclear modernization efforts. The lack of trans-
parency in China’s nuclear programs raises further questions about China’s future
strategic intentions.

If we continue to reduce our nuclear force structure, do you believe this posture
will invite other countries like China, who are ambitiously designing and fielding
new weapons systems, to ramp up their nuclear programs to achieve parity with the
United States and Russia?



89

Answer. China’s military modernization programs, including its nuclear mod-
ernization, are a significant concern which we watch closely. However, China pres-
ently does not appear to be seeking parity with either the United States or Russia,
and its nuclear arsenal remains much smaller than the U.S. and Russian arsenals.
As a declared nuclear weapon state under the NPT, China’s restraint in its nuclear
modernization is important to nuclear disarmament and global non-proliferation ef-
forts. We look to China to be more transparent about its strategic programs and to
show restraint in them.

As the United States and Russia conduct bilateral negotiations to reduce nuclear
arsenals further, the United States will seek greater transparency and assurances
from China that it does not intend to increase its stockpile further in an attempt
to achieve nuclear parity with the United States and Russia.

Question. The United States and Russia have over 90 percent of the world’s nu-
clear weapons. However, there are many nations who have interest in increasing
their nuclear weapon supplies and capabilities.

The Nuclear Posture Review mentions concerns from the United States and other
nations about China’s military nuclear modernization efforts. The lack of trans-
parency in China’s nuclear programs raises further questions about China’s future
strategic intentions.

As the United States and Russia make reductions to their nuclear weapons, what
level of confidence do you have that other nations and nonstate actors will halt their
pursuit or expansion of nuclear weapons?

Answer. The Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) states that the United States will
give top priority to discouraging additional countries from acquiring nuclear weap-
ons capabilities and stopping terrorist groups from acquiring the materiels to build
nuclear bombs. To that end, the NPR states that the United States will need to in-
tensify its efforts to build broad international support for the rigorous measures
needed to prevent those dangers while maintaining stable deterrence and an effec-
tive nuclear arsenal. Reductions in U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear forces may
contribute to these efforts by facilitating cooperation with Russia, fortifying U.S.
credibility in calling on other nations to reduce or forswear nuclear capabilities, and
reinforcing the global non-proliferation regime.

Although it is difficult to define levels of confidence regarding changes in other
states’ and nonstate actors’ behavior as the United States and Russia make reduc-
tions in strategic nuclear forces, this comprises only a part of a broader effort to
rebuild and strengthen the global nonproliferation regime and accelerate efforts to
prevent nuclear terrorism. Other initiatives include aggressively seeking to secure
all nuclear materiels worldwide, continuing cooperative threat reduction programs,
impeding sensitive nuclear trade, and renewing the U.S. commitment to hold fully
accountable any supporter or enabler of WMD terrorism, among others.

Question. While the U.S. and Russia have a rough equivalence in their strategic
nuclear weapons, there is a significant imbalance in tactical nuclear weapons that
favors Russia. The balance of tactical nuclear weapons is of particular concerns as
we decrease the number of deployed strategic nuclear weapons.

Since the new treaty proposes reduction of deployed strategic nuclear weapons,
what are our options to provide assurances to our allies in Europe?

Answer. The security architecture in Europe will retain a nuclear dimension as
long as nuclear threats to U.S. allies and partners remain. A credible U.S. “nuclear
umbrella” is provided by a combination of means—the strategic forces of the U.S.
triad, nonstrategic nuclear weapons deployed forward in NATO countries, and U.S.-
based nuclear weapons that could be deployed forward quickly to meet regional con-
tingencies. Any change in the NATO component of these means will be identified
and agreed upon as a collective alliance decision. The United States will also main-
tain its extended deterrence commitments to our allies in Europe through the con-
tinued forward deployment of U.S. forces in the region and strengthening U.S. and
allied nonnuclear capabilities, including regional ballistic missile defense.

Tactical nuclear weapons are a concern, and, as stated in the Nuclear Posture Re-
view, should be included in any future reduction arrangements between the United
States and Russia. Ratification and entry into force of the New START Treaty
would facilitate those discussions, whereas failure to ratify the treaty likely would
make engagement with Russia on nonstrategic nuclear weapons more difficult.
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RESPONSES OF SECRETARY GATES AND ADMIRAL MULLEN TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR WICKER

MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. General O’Reilly, the current head of the Missile Defense Agency, testi-
fied before the House Armed Services Committee that: “Relative to the recently ex-
pired START Treaty, the New START Treaty actually reduces constraints on the
development of the missile defense program. Unless they have New START account-
able first stages (which we do not plan to use), our targets will no longer be subject
to START constraints, which limited our use of air-to-surface and waterborne
launches of targets which are essential for the cost-effective testing of missile de-
fense interceptors against MRBM and IRBM targets in the Pacific area.

It appears that we will now be able to launch missile defense targets from air-
planes and surface ships. Why is this useful?

Answer. The Missile Defense Agency has long used air launched targets which are
not accountable under the START Treaty. Such launches provide the Missile De-
fense Agency with greater flexibility to design tests that are more operationally real-
istic by enabling them to launch targets along any azimuth (or angle) in relation
to the interceptor missile. The retired Trident I SLBM remained accountable under
the START Treaty but will no longer be accountable under New START, thus ex-
panding the availability of target missiles. The use of targets utilizing missiles not
accountable under the New START Treaty, launched from airplanes and surface
ships, which was prohibited by START but is not prohibited by the New START
Treaty, will support more cost-effective testing of missile defense interceptors
against medium- and intermediate-range ballistic missile threats in the Pacific re-
gion.

Question. It appears that the reason we can now launch missile defense targets
in this way is because it is no longer prohibited for ballistic missiles to be launched
from airplanes or surface ships under the New START treaty. Is this correct?

Answer. Yes. Those prohibitions do not exist under the New START Treaty. With
respect to missile defense target launches, the New START Treaty actually provides
greater flexibility, especially with regard to air-to-surface and water-borne launches
of long-range ballistic missiles. Under START, air-to-surface ballistic missiles (called
ASBMs) and water-borne launches of ballistic missiles from surface ships using
treaty accountable ICBMs and SLBMs were prohibited.

Question. Is it really a net plus for U.S. security if we can launch missile defense
targets from these platforms but at a cost of greater freedom for Russia to research
and develop and deploy ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads from these same
platforms?

Answer. We have previously been unable to exploit air-launched and water-borne
launches of missile defense targets using the first stage of ICBMs and SLBMs due
to prohibitions under the START Treaty. Under New START, we now have the flexi-
bility to maximize our ability to test and develop missile defense targets, which di-
rectly enhances our national security. From a cost-benefit standpoint, we benefit
since we have the opportunity to use various launch configurations to enhance our
national security; both Parties will have equal rights to use air-launch and water-
borne launch to develop offensive capability, should they so choose.

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY GATES AND SECRETARY CLINTON TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LUGAR

Question. For each of the following inspections and exhibitions provided for under
START I, please specify (a) whether New START provides for such inspections and
exhibitions; (b) where in the New START Treaty, its protocol and annexes such in-
spections and exhibitions are provided for; and (c) if such inspection and exhibition
is not permitted under New START, an explanation as to why:

e Baseline data inspections/exhibitions;

Data update inspections;

New facility inspections;

Suspect-site inspections;

Reentry vehicles inspections of deployed ICBMs and SLBMs;
Post-exercise and dispersal inspections;

Conversion or elimination inspections;

Close-out inspections;

(]
L]
(]
(]
L]
(]
(]
e Formerly declared facility inspections;
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e Technical characteristics exhibitions/inspections;

o Distinguishability exhibitions/inspections for heavy bombers and long-range
ALCMs.

Answer. The New START Treaty significantly simplifies the inspections frame-
work from the original START Treaty.

Baseline data inspections under the START Treaty were designed to provide an
opportunity during the opening months of START Treaty implementation to conduct
an initial inspection at each inspectable facility in order to allow each side to famil-
iarize itself with the accountable items of inspection at each of these facilities sub-
ject to inspection. Given the detailed familiarity of both sides with the declared fa-
cilities likely to be subject to inspection under the New START Treaty, it was
agreed that similar one-time baseline data inspections would not be needed under
the New Treaty. The procedures for type one and type two inspections are outlined
in Sections VI and VII of Part Five of the Protocol to the Treaty, and further speci-
fied in Parts Six and Seven of the Annex on Inspection Activities.

The functions of the data update inspections under START are largely served by
type one and type two inspections, during which inspectors will confirm the accu-
racy of the declared data regarding deployed and/or nondeployed items of inspection
at facilities subject to inspection. Procedures for the conduct of these inspections are
outlined in Sections VI and VII of Part Five of the Protocol to the Treaty and are
further specified in Parts Six and Seven of the Annex on Inspection Activities.

The sides agreed that retaining new facility inspections was not necessary, be-
cause the sides are considered unlikely to open many new facilities during the life
of the New START Treaty. Moreover, the functions of a new facility inspection can
be readily accomplished by the first type one or type two inspections conducted at
a new facility.

The sides agreed that suspect-site inspections would not be required under the
New START Treaty. The purpose of these inspections under the START Treaty was
to confirm that the covert assembly of mobile ICBMs was not occurring at a few
selected ballistic missile production facilities. Each Party was obligated to declare
up to three facilities as potentially subject to such a suspect-site inspection, because
they produced ballistic missiles as large as, or larger than, any mobile ICBM pos-
sessed by that side. During the development of the U.S.-proposed verification re-
gime, the relevant departments and agencies concluded that suspect-site inspections
provided minimal value in assisting the detection of potential covert production of
mobile ICBMs. Ultimately, the United States agreed that verifying Russia’s ballistic
missile production would be accomplished through other means, including the com-
bination of confirming data declarations, the application of unique identifiers to all
strategic ballistic missiles, advance notification of the exit of solid fuel ICBMs or
SLBMs from their production facilities, and the use of national technica