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NOMINATION OF HON. CHARLES T. HAGEL TO
BE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THURSDAY, JANUARY 31, 2013

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:32 a.m. in room SD-—
G50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Carl Levin (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Levin, Reed, Nelson,
McCaskill, Udall, Hagan, Manchin, Shaheen, Gillibrand,
Blumenthal, Donnelly, Hirono, Kaine, King, Inhofe, McCain, Ses-
sions, Chambliss, Wicker, Ayotte, Fischer, Graham, Vitter, Blunt,
Lee, and Cruz.

Committee staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, staff di-
rector; Travis E. Smith, chief clerk; Leah C. Brewer, nominations
and hearings clerk; and Mary J. Kyle, legislative clerk.

Majority staff members present: Jonathan D. Clark, counsel; Jon-
athan S. Epstein, counsel; Gabriella E. Fahrer, counsel; Richard W.
Fieldhouse, professional staff member; Creighton Greene, profes-
sional staff member; Michael J. Kuiken, professional staff member;
Gerald J. Leeling, counsel; Peter K. Levine, general counsel; Jason
W. Maroney, counsel; Thomas K. McConnell, professional staff
member; William G.P. Monahan, counsel; Michael J. Noblet, profes-
sional staff member; Roy F. Phillips, professional staff member;
John H. Quirk V, professional staff member; Robie I. Samanta Roy,
professional staff member; Russell L. Shaffer, counsel; and William
K. Sutey, professional staff member.

Minority staff members present: John A. Bonsell, minority staff
director; Adam J. Barker, professional staff member; Steven M.
Barney, minority counsel; Thomas W. Goffus, professional staff
member; Ambrose R. Hock, professional staff member; Anthony J.
Lazarski, professional staff member; Daniel A. Lerner, professional
staff member; Lucian L. Niemeyer, professional staff member; and
Robert M. Soofer, professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Jennifer R. Knowles, Mariah K. McNa-
mara, and Brian F. Sebold.

Committee members’ assistants present: Carolyn Chuhta, assist-
ant to Senator Reed; Jeff Fatora, assistant to Senator Nelson;
Jason Rauch, assistant to Senator McCaskill, Casey Howard, as-
sistant to Senator Udall; Brian Nagle, assistant to Senator Hagan;
Patrick Hayes, assistant to Senator Manchin; Chad Kreikemeier,
assistant to Senator Shaheen; Elana Broitman, assistant to Sen-
ator Gillilbrand; Ethan Saxon, assistant to Senator Blumenthal,;
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Marta McLellan Ross, assistant to Senator Donnelly; Nick Ikeda,
assistant to Senator Hirono; Jim Catella, assistant to Senator
King; Paul C. Hutton IV, assistant to Senator McCain; T. Finch
Fulton and Lenwood Landrum, assistants to Senator Sessions; Jo-
seph Lai, assistant to Senator Wicker; Brad Bowman, assistant to
Senator Ayotte; Craig Abele, assistant to Senator Graham; Charles
Prosch, assistant to Senator Blunt; Peter Blair, assistant to Sen-
ator Lee; and Brooke Bacak, assistant to Senator Cruz.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning. The committee meets today to
consider the nomination of former Senator Chuck Hagel to be Sec-
retary of Defense.

Before we begin, I want to first welcome Senator Inhofe as the
new ranking Republican on our committee, succeeding Senator
McCain. Senator McCain has been a great partner over the last 6
years, and I thank him for all that he has done to get our bills en-
acted, for all of his leadership on a host of issues, for his support
?f tllle work of this committee, and for always keeping our hearings
ively.

Senator Inhofe has shown his strong commitment to the national
defense over his 20 years on this committee, and I know that we
are going to work well together to continue the bipartisan tradition
of the committee.

We're also pleased to welcome the eight Senators who are joining
the committee this year, both those who are new to the Senate and
those who are new to our committee—Senators Donnelly, Hirono,
Kaine, and King on the Democratic side, and Senators Blunt, Cruz,
Fischer, and Lee on the Republican side. You will all find that this
is a wonderful committee where we work across party lines to sup-
port our troops and their families and their national defense mis-
sion.

I would also like to pause for a moment to offer my thanks and
the thanks of our committee to Secretary Leon Panetta, who de-
layed his retirement and his return to California to serve our coun-
try first as Director of Central Intelligence and then as Secretary
of Defense. Secretary Panetta has provided a steady hand at the
Department of Defense (DOD) through 2 very difficult years, and
has earned our great respect and our appreciation.

Finally before we get started, I would like to announce that the
committee will be holding hearings next week on Benghazi and the
week thereafter on the impact of the sequester on DOD.

Senator Hagel, we welcome you to the Senate Armed Services
Committee and as an old friend of those of us with whom you
served during your years in the Senate. There are few jobs that are
more demanding than the position to which you have been nomi-
nated. The hours are long and extremely challenging, and require
sacrifices from both the Secretary and his family.

We traditionally give our nominees an opportunity to introduce
their families at these hearings, and we would welcome your doing
so during your opening statement.

If confirmed, Senator Hagel would be the first former enlisted
man and the first veteran of the Vietnam war to serve as Secretary
of Defense. You cannot read Senator Hagel’s account of his military
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service and not be impressed by it. As Senator Hagel explained a
few years ago, “Probably most fundamental for me when we talk
of going to war, we need to think it through carefully, not just for
the political, and the geopolitical, and the diplomatic, and the eco-
nomic consequences, and those are important. But at least for me,”
he said, “this old infantry sergeant thinks about when I was in
Vietnam in 1968, someone needs to represent that perspective in
our Government as well. The people in Washington make the pol-
icy, but it’s the little guys who come back in the body bags.”

Senator Hagel’s background provides an invaluable perspective,
not only with respect to the difficult decisions and recommenda-
tions that a Secretary of Defense must make regarding the use of
force and the commitment of U.S. troops overseas, but also with re-
spect to the day-to-day decisions that a secretary must make to en-
sure that our men and women in uniform and their families receive
the support and assistance that they need and deserve.

It would be a positive message for our soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and marines in harm’s way around the world to know that one of
{:)heilir own holds the highest office in DOD, and that he has their

acks.

Senator Hagel, you would be in a position to make key rec-
ommendations regarding Afghanistan, where we are down to the
pre-surge level of troops with 66,000 military personnel in the
country. The Secretary of Defense is called upon to advise the
President on the size and mission of a post-2014 residual force, and
the pace of the drawdown between now and the end of 2014. The
key to this transition is ensuring the readiness and ability of Af-
ghanistan security forces to take over the defense of their own
country. I have always believed that should be our main mission
and its key to success.

During my trip to Afghanistan with Senator Jack Reed last
month, we heard from U.S. commanders on the ground that Af-
ghanistan security forces are operating on their own on most oper-
ations, including conducting more than 85 percent of operations
with limited or no U.S. support in the difficult Regional Command
East. Yet difficult obstacles remain to the process of reducing our
forces and shifting responsibility to Afghanistan forces, including
the difficulty of negotiating a status of forces agreement, including
recent reports that the Afghanistan Government might slow down
a successful program of growing and training the Afghanistan
Local Police, and including questions about the current plan to re-
duce the size of the Afghanistan National Security Forces from
352,000 to around 230,000 after 2015.

We face a number of new and growing threats elsewhere in the
world, such as the ongoing threat posed by Iran’s nuclear weapons
program and the increasingly destructive civil war in Syria with
the risk that conflict could result in the loss of control over that
country’s substantial stockpile of chemical weapons. There’s also
the continuing instability in other countries affected by the Arab
Spring, the growth of al Qaeda affiliates in ungoverned regions, in-
cluding Yemen, Somalia, and North Africa, and the continued un-
predictable behavior of a nuclear armed regime in North Korea.

We face these challenges at a time when the DOD budget is
under a unique pressure as a result of cuts previously agreed upon
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by Congress, the budgeting by Continuing Resolution (CR), and the
impending threat of a sequester. Secretary Panetta has said that
a sequester would be devastating for our military. Senator Hagel’s
views today on the CR and the sequester will be of great interest
to this committee and to the Nation.

Those of us who have served with Senator Hagel in the Senate
know that he is a man who is not afraid to speak his mind. Senator
Hagel has made a number of statements over the course of his ca-
reer which committee members will ask him about during today’s
hearing. For example, Senator Hagel has stated that unilateral
sanctions against Iran, “are exactly the wrong approach,” and that,
“they are the worst thing we can do would be to try to isolate Iran”.
I believe that while effective multilateral sanctions are preferable,
that unilateral sanctions are an important part of the approach
that the Obama administration has followed, and that Congress
has supported. It appears that sanctions are producing tremendous
pressure on Iran.

Another statement which has raised concern is Senator Hagel’s
recommendation that we conduct, “direct, unconditional, and com-
prehensive talks with the Government of Iran”. Now while there is
value in communicating with our adversaries, the formulation used
by Senator Hagel seemed to imply a willingness to talk to Iran on
some issues that I believe that most of us would view as non-nego-
tiable, and, therefore, any willingness to talk to Iran would need
to be highly conditional. Senator Hagel’s reassurance to me in my
office that he supports the Obama administration’s strong stance
against Iran is significant, and we look forward to hearing from
Senator Hagel today in some depth on that subject.

We will also be interested in Senator Hagel’s addressing trou-
bling statements that he has made about Israel and its supporters
here in the United States, a statement in 2008 that our policy of
non-engagement with the Syrians, “has isolated us more than the
Syrians,” and a 2009 statement that “we should not isolate Hamas,
a terrorist organization”.

There is much to be explored at this hearing, but as we struggle
with the difficult security challenges facing our Nation, the Presi-
dent needs to have a Secretary of Defense in whom he has trust,
who will give him unvarnished advice, a person of integrity, and
one who has a personal understanding of the consequences of deci-
sions relative to the use of military force. Senator Hagel certainly
has those critically important qualifications to lead DOD.

Senator Inhofe.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I would
like to echo your remarks about Secretary Panetta and the work
that he has done. I do not see him here today, but I do recall when
he was first nominated, I was probably one of the first phone calls
to him, and I have enjoyed working with him.

With Senator McCain, I feel the same way. I will certainly con-
tinue to depend on his counsel, and you and I have worked very
well together in the past.

Mr. Chairman, before I continue my opening statement, I would
like to raise a concern about the sufficiency of materials provided
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to this committee by our nominee. Senator Hagel was requested to
provide the speeches he has delivered over the last 5 years, yet his
initial submission was for only four speeches. Even though, as was
noticed by Senator Cruz that he had honoraria for 12 speeches, but
submitted 4 speeches. We received some more, but only late last
night. I think it would have been a lot more helpful if we had re-
ceived them before that, and I am hoping that we will be able to
get that information before we have to cast votes on this nominee.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The President’s nomination of Senator Hagel to serve as the next
Secretary of Defense comes at a critical juncture in our military
and national security interests. Senator Hagel is a good man who
has a record of service. I first learned of that when he was first
elected, and I have been a great admirer of the time that he spent
in Vietnam and the sacrifices that he made.

While his service is commendable, the fate of his nomination
should be decided by the totality of his record. It is the votes that
he has cast, the statements that he has made over the many years
of his career that will inform us as to his judgment, his view of
America’s role in the world, and his view of the military required
to support that role.

As T told Senator Hagel in my office over 2 weeks ago, that after
a long and careful review of his record, and there are things that
he has said and there are things that I have personally experienced
with him, that we are too philosophically opposed on the pressing
issues facing our country, for me to support his nomination. There-
fore, I told him I would not be supporting his nomination.

His record demonstrates what I view as a lack of steadfast oppo-
sition to policies that diminish U.S. power and influence through-
out the world, as well as a recent trend of policy reversals that
seem based on political expediency rather than on core beliefs.

On many of the security challenges facing U.S. interests around
the world, Senator Hagel’s record is deeply troubling and out of the
mainstream. Too often, it seems, he is willing to subscribe to a
worldwide view that is predicated on appeasing our adversaries
while shunning our friends. I remember quoting Hiram Mann, who
said, “No man survives when freedom fails, the best men rot in
filthy jails, and those who cry ‘appease, appease’ are hanged by
those they tried to please.”

I am mentioning a few of these things because they are going to
come out in this hearing. In 2000, an overwhelming majority of
Senators sent a letter to President Clinton reaffirming our soli-
darity with Israel. I was one of them who carried that letter
around. I remember it well. Senator Hagel was one of just four who
refused to sign that letter, and I am sure he will want to comment
about that.

In 2001, he was one of just two Senators who voted against a bill
extending harsh sanctions against Iran. A year later, he urged the
Bush administration to support Iran’s membership in the World
Trade Organization. Senator Hagel voted against a resolution des-
ignating Iran’s Revolutionary Guard Corp, a group responsible for
killing American soldiers in Iraq and Afghanistan, as a terrorist or-
ganization. On multiple occasions, he has advocated for direct nego-
tiations with Iran, a regime that continues to repress its people,
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doggedly pursue a nuclear weapon capability, and employ terrorist
proxies, including Hamas, Hezbollah, who threaten the security of
Israel and the region.

Senator Hagel has also been an outspoken supporter of the nu-
clear disarmament and the Global Zero movement. We are very
sensitive to that, and we know that the President has said many
times he wants a nuclear free world, and I know that Senator
Hagel is right there with him. But at a time when North Korea’s
belligerent actions threaten our allies with their nuclear capabili-
ties and security of our own Nation and that of our allies, why
would we want to unilaterally disarm ourselves of nuclear capa-
bility?

Of late, however, Senator Hagel has expressed views in meetings
with Senate colleagues, I have been informed, and through the
press that appear glaringly at odds with many of his long-held po-
sitions, particularly on issues dealing with Israel, Iran, and our nu-
clear arsenal. This apparent willingness to walk back or alter his
position, possibly for the sake of political expediency on such impor-
tant issues, is deeply troubling and sends a concerning message to
our allies and adversaries alike.

Though I respect Senator Hagel, his record to date demonstrates
that he would be a staunch advocate for the continuation of the
misguided policies of the President’s first term. Retreating from
America’s unique global leadership role and shrinking the military
will not make America safer. On the contrary, it will embolden our
enemies, endanger our allies, and provide opportunity for nations
that do not share our interests to fill a global leadership vacuum
we leave behind.

It is for these reasons that I believe that he is the wrong person
to lead the Pentagon at this perilous and consequential time.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe.

We have two former chairmen of this committee with us to intro-
duce Senator Hagel. No Senator has had two dearer friends or bet-
ter mentors than I have had with Senators Nunn and Warner. I
just want to welcome them back to this committee. I do not have
to tell them that they are among dear, dear friends, those of us
who have known them and who have worked with them. It is a
real, real treat actually to welcome you back to the committee.

I think I will call on you, Senator Nunn, first. I think we will
call on you alphabetically. I do not have any better way to do it.
Sam, welcome back.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM NUNN, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF GEORGIA, RETIRED

Senator NUNN. First, for the record, seniority and age are two
different things. [Laughter.]

Chairman Levin, Ranking Member Inhofe, members of the
Armed Services Committee, I am honored to join John Warner in
presenting our friend, Chuck Hagel, to the committee and recom-
mending that Chuck be confirmed as our Nation’s 24th Secretary
of Defense.

I think it is worth noting that 68 years ago this month, John
Warner enlisted in the U.S. Navy to fight in World War II. That
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was the start of his great career of public service, and John, I am
very proud to be here by your side.

Mr. Chairman, I spent a lot of my Senate career sitting in your
seat waiting on a quorum. Congratulations on not having to do that
today. [Laughter.]

Chairman LEVIN. I do not how long it will last, but thanks for
pointing it out.

Senator NUNN. Mr. Chairman, I think it should be noted that
you and Senator McCain have effectively guided this committee in
its important role as a compelling and absolutely essential voice for
a strong and effective defense. Together you have managed to pass
authorization bills, even during contentious times. I thank you both
for your dedicated service to our Nation. I am confident, Mr. Chair-
man and Senator Inhofe, that you will continue this tradition, and
that Senator McCain will still be a very valuable member and voice
on this committee.

I believe that our Nation is fortunate to have a nominee for Sec-
retary of Defense with the character, the experience, the courage,
and the leadership that Chuck Hagel would bring to this position.
First, Chuck is acutely aware that even in an age of rapid techno-
logical advances, our military capability and effectiveness depend
on the quality and the morale of the people who serve our Nation
in uniform, as well as the families that support them.

Chuck received two Purple Hearts in Vietnam, and when he re-
turned home, he continued to fight for veterans and for Active Duty
military personnel. He knows that our people are our strongest as-
sets. Second, Chuck’s experience in Vietnam shaped his life and his
perspective. War for Chuck Hagel is not an attraction. I am con-
fident that if confirmed he will ask the hard and the smart ques-
tions before sending troops into battle.

Chuck Hagel knows that the United States has vital interests
that are worth fighting for and dying for. He also knows that war
should be a last resort and that our Nation must effectively use all
of our tools, not limited only to our military, to protect our impor-
tant and to protect our vital interests.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, there is a tension in these values, but
it is a tension that we should welcome in the thought process and
in the advice that our Secretary of Defense gives to our Com-
mander in Chief and to this Congress.

From our service together on the Defense Policy Board in recent
years, I know that Chuck Hagel has a clear world view, and that
it aligns with the mainstream of U.S. foreign and defense policy,
and also with President Obama. Chuck Hagel believes that we
must build and preserve American strength as a force for good in
the world. He recognizes that protecting our interests requires
strong allies and friends, as well as strong American leadership.

Third, Chuck has the depth of experience and the leadership
skills required to handle this tough job. There is certainly no short-
age of security challenges around the world, as this committee
knows, and as you have enumerated this morning, Mr. Chairman.
A very large and impressive group of former Cabinet officials and
public servants from both sides of the aisle have said that they
trust Chuck Hagel with this important responsibility. I strongly
agree.
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Fourth, on the fiscal side, I am confident that Chuck will be a
powerful advocate for a common sense approach, both within the
administration and here on Capitol Hill regarding fiscal challenges
to the defense budget. He understands that our defense capabilities
are being threatened on two budget fronts: first, sequestration with
its damaging across-the-board, upfront budget cuts, and second,
rapidly rising costs within the Department’s budget, including, but
not limited to, health care, personnel, and retirement costs.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I believe that Chuck
will work effectively with this committee and Congress in meeting
these budget challenges while protecting our people, protecting our
capabilities, and also while ensuring that the United States has the
strongest military in the world.

Chuck Hagel was a soldier and a Senator, but he has been also
a highly successful executive in both the public and private sectors.
He built a successful company from the ground up. He is a man
who knows how to prioritize, and he knows how to make tough de-
cisions. He will listen to and carefully consider the views of our
military and civilian leaders, and guide them as necessary.

Fifth, I believe that Chuck Hagel will be a balanced and respon-
sible voice on nuclear weapons policy. President Reagan said it
often and said it well: “a nuclear war cannot be won, and it must
not be fought.”

Mr. Chairman, as this committee knows, the risk of a global nu-
clear war has thankfully, substantially declined since the breakup
of the Soviet Union. But with nine nations possessing nuclear
weapons, with nuclear weapons usable material and knowledge
spread across the globe, and with terrorists ready to use a nuclear
weapon if they manage to buy, steal, or make one, we face enor-
mous risk that a nuclear weapon will be used. If proliferation con-
tinues in countries like Iran and North Korea, and if we do not se-
cure nuclear materials and weapons globally, the odds of use will
g0 up even more.

Six years ago George Schultz, Bill Perry, Henry Kissinger, and
I made the argument that we reduce reliance on nuclear weapons
as a vital contribution to preventing that proliferation, keeping
them out of dangerous hands, and ultimately ending them as a
threat to the world. Two-thirds of living former Secretaries of State
and Defense, and national security advisors have agreed with the
vision and the steps that we outlined, including substantial work
on verification and enforcement.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that all members of the committee and the
Senate will read the recent statement by four credible and very ex-
perienced Americans—Ambassador Tom Pickering, Ambassador
Richard Burt, General James Cartwright, and General John
Sheehan—about their work with Chuck Hagel on nuclear weapons.
They made it abundantly clear that they oppose unilateral moves.
They support bilateral negotiations. They support verifiable U.S.-
Russian arms reductions to be followed by multilateral negotia-
tions, bringing other nuclear weapons countries into a serious and
verifiable process of reductions.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, there are many essential characteris-
tics and values that a Secretary of Defense should possess in our
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dangerous and challenging world. Let me name just two or three
that I think are very important.

First, someone who is well-informed, has an open mind, engages
in critical thinking, who is capable of and who seeks out inde-
pendent thought. Second, someone who sets aside fixed ideologies
and biases to honestly evaluate all options, and then provides his
or her candid judgment to the President and to Congress. Third,
someone who pays attention to people with the best ideas, regard-
less of their party affiliation. No one is perfect. We all know that.
But Chuck Hagel comes as close as anyone I know to having all
of these qualities.

Mr. Chairman, Senator Inhofe, and members of the committee,
I served for 24 years on this important committee, and I recognize
that much has changed since I retired 16 years ago. I continue to
believe, however, that every major problem we face today requires
the best input from both political parties if we are to arrive at a
solution. I believe that Chuck Hagel will seek that input. I urge his
support by this committee, and I urge the confirmation of his nomi-
nation by the U.S. Senate.

I thank the chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Nunn.

Senator Warner.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN WARNER, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA, RETIRED

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a moving expe-
rience for me to reenter this room. I served on this committee for
30 years. In that period of time, Senator Nunn was the chairman,
and I was the ranking. But I want to say to you and Jim Inhofe—
Jim and I have been good friends and we worked together not only
on this committee, but other committees. You will be a splendid
ranking member. You follow in the steps of my dear and valued
friend of so many years, John McCain.

The leadership of this committee throughout my 30 years in the
Senate has been drawn from the ranks of the strongest and the
best of its membership. We have it today, and I have every reason
we will have it tomorrow.

I would like to say a word to the new members of this committee.
As T look back over a very fortunate record of public service for
many years, no chapter of my career was more important than
service on this committee. You will carry with you for the rest of
your life the recollections of the work that you have done for one
of America’s most valued assets, the men and the women and their
families of the armed services of the United States.

I have written out a nice long statement, and then last night late
I received Sam Nunn’s statement and Chuck Hagel’s statement,
and I said that I felt that another statement just would not do. I
would rather say just a few words from the heart about the impor-
tance of what we have by way of decision before all of us today.

I thank Senator Nunn for that reference of 68 years ago in the
Navy. I did no more than every other kid on my block. We all went.
But I would like to remind you that a half century ago, you served
in the Coast Guard. So, Grandpa, here is another grandpa. [Laugh-
ter.]
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Good friends, we thank Chuck Hagel, and Mrs. Hagel, and his
family because if confirmed, there is an enormous commitment by
the family to this position. Having known Lilibet and slightly your
children, you have made that decision to offer yourself for contin-
ued public service. Public service is a privilege. I have always re-
garded it as such.

I will not give a long statement. This statement by Senator
Hagel will soon be shared with you. I read it through not once,
twice, but again this morning. I say this carefully, I have read the
statements that have been placed before the members of this com-
mittee for those 30 years. I have never read a more carefully pre-
pared statement, a more forthright statement, and one that has no
hedges or deviations. He hits firm on those issues that will make
the decision in your minds and that of your colleagues as to wheth-
er or not he is qualified to take on this very important assignment.

I first entered the Pentagon in 1969 during the war in Vietnam
under Melvin Laird. Jim Schlesinger followed, and I have worked
with every Secretary of Defense since that period of time, all dif-
ferent, all with their strengths and indeed some of their weak-
nesses. But set forth in this is a series of commitments to you as
a committee, to the members of the full Senate, and to the Amer-
ican public as precisely what his goals are and what he will do,
how he will serve the President, how he will give the President his
best advice. I know Chuck to give it very strongly.

I'm going to talk a little bit about Chuck Hagel, the man that
I served with for 12 years. My distinguished colleague and long-
time friend, Sam, had gone when Chuck arrived at the Senate. The
first year he was here, we had the defense authorization bill on the
floor. In those days, as it is today, that bill goes on that floor, that
bill stays on that floor, sometimes a couple of days, sometimes a
week, sometimes broken up, but we get it through. When it’s done,
we go immediately back to our committee spaces and begin to write
that bill and get it to the printer so that we can go to conference.
How many times have we done that together, Senator Nunn, Sen-
ator Levin, Senator McCain, Senator Inhofe, many times.

The first year he was here, he watched that process, and when
I had taken the staff back to the committee room, surprisingly he
showed up. I didn’t know him that well, although I had studied his
biography and I wanted to get to know him because of my deep and
abiding interesting in the Vietnam period, having served for 5
years in that period as Under Secretary of the Navy.

He strolled into the room and I introduced him to the people. He
said to the staff, you are one of the most impressive group of young
people I've ever seen. I learned a lot. He shared some of histories
as a simple, but elegant, soldier that he was. That is the way he
started, and thereafter he voted for every single final passage of
the authorization bill, every single final passage of the appropria-
tion bill.

He was at home and learned in that generation of Vietnam, and
I am so proud to have the affiliation of having been, yes, in com-
parative safety at the Pentagon. But I did go to the field of battle
and see these young men and some women who engaged in that
struggle. Chuck Hagel brings with him the experience of having
come home to an America that was quite different than what I ex-
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perienced when my generation came home from World War II. We
were welcomed with open arms. America at that time in Vietnam,
and how well John McCain can remember this, was very divided.
When you wore your uniform back home, it did not receive the
same respect that it deserved for the sacrifices that you and your
colleagues had committed. Chuck will never forget that. I will
never forget it. John will never forget it.

Today we welcome home and we do it with the fullest heart the
young men and women who serve, but there have been times in
history when that didn’t happen, and that was one. That honed
him to be prepared to take on his responsibilities as he addresses
the declining budget situation, which is going to be a challenge. I
am absolutely certain that he will stand up and fight as hard as
two of his predecessors—Leon Panetta you mentioned today, and
Robert Gates. They gave their President loyalty, but they gave him
their best advice and tough advice, and fought for their troops, and
drilled down to what they have to maintain whatever budget. Se-
quester is not the route. But whatever budget, he will maintain
morale and combat readiness. Also, ladies and gentlemen, that pil-
lar of strength of our military system, the All-Volunteer Force.

We had drafts in Vietnam. We saw the effect of that. We decided
as a Nation to take a gamble, to let every person who wished to
wear the uniform, giving that opportunity and to volunteer. No one
is forced in there. That has to be maintained. This man has the ex-
perience, gravitas, and the strength to protect the All-Volunteer
Force.

I also was deeply impressed by the Senate and the manner in
which it confirmed John Kerry. John Kerry was also in that gen-
eration, and he served his trials and tribulations, and came home
and faced that public in the same way Chuck did. The Senate con-
firmed him with a very strong vote. They sent him away ready to
take on the enormity of his responsibility.

Now I mention that because in my experience, I have seen a good
deal of camaraderie, but a good deal of competition between the
Secretaries of Defense and the Secretaries of State. It is just sort
of built in there, and sometimes a lot of sand gets in that gear box.
But it is important to the United States that they, having the
major jurisdiction over most of the policy issues, work as a team.

John Kerry and Chuck Hagel are a band of brothers out of Viet-
nam with that special bond, and I am sure that you will utilize
that and remember it, and make those two departments performs
their functions to best serve the President and to best serve the
country.

I have pretty well said everything I should say. I want to be brief
because it is important that this committee pursue its work. But
again, Bob Gates, Leon Panetta set the bar for this century of those
who take on this job. You mentioned your long friendships, Chuck,
and how you know both. I would keep close contact. They have the
experience to deal with this President of the United States, and
you are the President’s choice.

Folks, there is an old saying in the combat Army infantry and
Marine Corps. “Certain men are asked to take the point,” which
means to get out and lead in the face of the enemy. Chuck Hagel
did that as a sergeant in Vietnam. If confirmed, Chuck Hagel will
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do it again, this time not before a platoon, but before every man
and woman and their families in the armed services. You will lead
them. They will know in their hearts we have one of our own.

You are on your own, and good luck.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you. [Laughter.]

Chairman LEVIN. We thank you both, Senator Warner, Senator
Nunn, for your extraordinarily powerful introductions. I just wish
every member of the Senate and every American could have heard,
and I hope will hear and read about what you said here today
about Chuck Hagel. I also noticed there is another former Senator,
who was a member of that band of brothers, who is with us today.
I just noticed in the audience Max Cleland is here, and I want to
welcome you, Max, too, as an old, old friend of this committee, and
the Senate, and of the Nation.

Let me now call on Senator Hagel. Senator Warner, Senator
Nunn, again, thank you for your introductions, and you are free to
get back to your lives or to stay as you wish.

Senator Hagel.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES T. HAGEL, TO BE SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Chairman Levin, Ranking Member
Inhofe, and distinguished members of the committee. I am honored
to come before you today as the President’s nominee to be the Sec-
retary of Defense.

First, as you suggested, Mr. Chairman, let me introduce my fam-
ily—my wife, Lilibet. Our son Ziller, and our daughter, Allyn, are
not with us today. Our son, Ziller, claims he’s taking a test. We will
confirm that later. But both are a son and daughter that Lilibet
and I are very proud of. I think like any proud father and any
proud mother, you all know how I feel about that as you have the
same feelings about your children. It is the same way Lilibet and
I feel about ours.

I also want to introduce my brother, Tom, who served with me
in Vietnam, my brother, Mike, who is our number three brother,
and I might add, who actually possesses any talent our family has.
He has in the Pentagon 10 paintings as Chairman of the Air Force
Artist Guild over the years, and they are hanging in different loca-
tions in the Pentagon. We have one brother of some acclaim, and
one of us did make it, my brother, Mike. Mike’s son is sitting be-
hind him, Josh. He is one of three children that Mike has.

We have here also cousins, many friends, and people I owe
money to. [Laughter.]

Who knows who else since I have received some publicity over
the weeks.

I want to also thank my friends, Sam Nunn and John Warner.
I want to thank them for their support, their encouragement, and
their friendship over many years. As each of you who had the privi-
lege of serving with those Senators, I, too, add my thanks for their
tremendous service to our country. These two distinguished Ameri-
cans represent what is best about American public service and re-
sponsible bipartisanship. They have embodied both in their careers,
long distinguished careers, and are models for each of us.
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Of course to my family and friends, and my fellow veterans who
are here, as has been noted, Max Cleland, Jan Scruggs, good
friends, veterans from all wars, who are here today who I worked
with for many, many years. I am grateful to them. Not just to those
friends, and supporters, and fellow veterans who are here, but
those who are not, thank you.

A life is only as good as the family and the friends you have and
the people you surround yourself with. I also want to thank my
friend, Leon Panetta, for his tremendous service to our country
over so many years. If I am given the privilege of succeeding him,
it will be a high honor.

President Obama for his confidence and trust in me, I thank
him. I am humbled by the opportunity and the possibility he has
given me to serve our country once again. I fully recognize the im-
mense responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense. I assured the
President that if I am confirmed by the U.S. Senate, I will always
do my best. I will always do my best for our Nation and for the
men and women and their families, who are called on to make the
enormous sacrifices of military service. Their safety, success, and
welfare will always be at the forefront of the decisions I make.

I also assured the President that I would always provide him
with my most honest and informed advice. I make that same com-
mitment to this committee and to Congress. If confirmed, I will
reach out to the members of this committee for advice and collabo-
ration. It will be a partnership because the national security chal-
lenges America faces require it.

Our Nation’s security is the highest priority of our leaders and
our Government. We cannot allow the work of confronting the
great threats we face today to be held hostage to partisanship on
either side of the aisle, or by differences between the bodies rep-
resented in Articles I and II of our Constitution. The stakes are too
high. Men and women of all political philosophies, and parties, and
ideas die and fight for our country. As this committee knows so
well, protecting our national security or committing our Nation to
war can never become political litmus tests.

I know Secretary Panetta has put a strong emphasis on reaching
out to Congress. I, like Leon, come from Congress, and respect and
understand this institution’s indispensable role in setting policy
and helping govern our country.

We are all products of the forces that shape us. For me, there
has been nothing more important in my life, or a more defining in-
fluence on my life, than my family. Whether it was helping my
mother raise four boys after my father, a World War II veteran
who died suddenly at age 39 on Christmas Day, or serving side by
side with my brother Tom in Vietnam, or the wonderful miracle of
my wife Lilibet and me being blessed with two beautiful children.
That is who I am.

We each bring to our responsibilities frames of reference. These
frames of reference are formed by our life’s experiences. They help
instruct our judgments. We build out from those personal founda-
tions by continually informing ourselves, listening, and learning.

Like each of you, I have a record, a record that I am proud of.
I am proud of my record not because of any accomplishments I may
have achieved, or certainly because of an absence of mistakes, but
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rather because I have tried to build that record by living my life
and fulfilling my responsibilities as honestly as I knew how and
with hard work. Underpinning everything I have done in my life
was the belief that we must always be striving to make our Nation
a better and more secure place for all of our people.

During the 12 years I had the privilege of serving the people of
Nebraska in the U.S. Senate, I cast over 3,000 votes and hundreds
of committee votes. I have also given hundreds of interviews and
speeches and written a book. As you all know, I am on the record.
I am on the record on many issues.

But no one individual vote, no one individual quote, no one indi-
vidual statement defines me, my beliefs, or my record. My overall
world view has never changed: that America has and must main-
tain the strongest military in the world, that we must lead the
international community to confront threats and challenges to-
gether, and take advantage of opportunities together; that we must
use all our tools of American power to protect our citizens and our
interests. I believe, and I always have believed, that America must
engage in the world, not retreat from the world, but engage with
the world. My record is consistent on these points.

It is clear that we are living at a defining time. Our Nation is
emerging from over a decade of war. We have brought our men and
women in uniform home from Iraq, and have started to bring them
home from Afghanistan.

That does not mean that the threats we face and will continue
to face are any less dangerous or complicated. In fact, it is quite
the opposite. Recent events in Mali and Algeria remind us clearly
of this reality. The 21st century complexities, technologies, econo-
mies, and threats are bringing the 7 billion global citizens closer
together than ever before. As our planet adds another 2 billion peo-
ple over the next 25 years, the dangers, complications, and human
demands will not be lessened, but rather heightened.

Despite these challenges, I believe we also have historic opportu-
nities to help build a safer, more prosperous, more secure, more
hopeful, and more just world than maybe any time in history of
man, for all people. Yes, the curse of intolerance, hatred, and dan-
ger exists around the world, and we must continue to be clear-eyed
about this danger, and we will be. We will not hesitate to use the
full force of the U.S. military in defense of our security. But we
must also be smart, and, more importantly, wise, wise in how we
employ all of our Nation’s great power.

America’s continued leadership and strength at home and abroad
will be critically important for our country and the world. While we
will not hesitate to act unilaterally when necessary, it is essential
that we work closely with our allies and partners to enhance Amer-
ica’s influence and security, as well as global security. If confirmed,
I will continue to build on the efforts of this administration and of
former Secretary Gates, Secretary Panetta, and Secretary Clinton
to strengthen our alliances and partnerships around the world. I
will also look forward to working with my former Senate col-
league—your colleague—and our friend, John Kerry, in this pur-
suit.

As I told the President, I am committed to his positions on all
issues of national security, specifically decisions that DOD is in the
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process of implementing now. This includes the Defense Strategic
Guidance the President outlined in January 2012. Allow me to very
briefly address a few of those specific issues now.

First, we have a plan in place to transition out of Afghanistan,
continue bringing our troops home, and end the war, which has
been the longest war, as we all know, in America’s history. As you
also know, discussions are ongoing about what the U.S. presence
in Afghanistan will look like after 2014. The President has made
clear, and I agree, that there should be only two functions for U.S.
troops that remain in Afghanistan after 2014: counterterrorism,
particularly to target al Qaeda and its affiliates, training, and ad-
vising Afghan forces. It is time we forge a new partnership with
Afghlanistan, with its government and, most importantly, with its
people.

Second, as the Secretary of Defense, I will ensure we stay vigi-
lant and keep up the pressure on terrorist organizations as they try
to expand their affiliates around the world, in places like Yemen,
Somalia, and North Africa. At the Pentagon, that means continuing
to invest in and build the tools to assist in that fight, such as Spe-
cial Operations Forces and new intelligence, surveillance, and re-
connaissance technologies. It will mean working hand-in-hand with
our partners here at home across the National Security and Intel-
ligence Communities to confront these and other threats, especially
the emerging threat—the very dangerous and real threat of cyber
warfare.

Third, as I have made clear, I am fully committed to the Presi-
dent’s goal of preventing Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon,
and I have been on record on that issue. As I have said in the past
many times, all options must be on the table to achieve that goal.

My policy has always been the same as the President’s, one of
prevention, not of containment. The President has made clear that
is the policy of our Government. As Secretary of Defense, I will
make sure the Department is prepared for any contingency. That
is my job. That is my responsibility. I will ensure our friend and
ally Israel maintains its qualitative military edge in the region,
and will continue to support systems like Iron Dome, which is
today saving Israeli lives from terrorist rocket attacks. That sup-
port I have always made clear and been on the record for.

Fourth, while we pursue the reductions in our deployed stock-
piles and launchers consistent with the New Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty (START), I am committed to maintaining a modern,
strong, safe, ready, and effective nuclear arsenal. America’s nuclear
deterrent over the last 35 years has played a central role in ensur-
ing global security and the avoidance of world war III. I have been
committed to that. My record is clear on that. I am committed to
modernizing our nuclear arsenal.

As we emerge from this decade of war, we must also broaden our
Nation’s focus overseas as we look at future threats and challenges.
As this committee knows, that is why DOD is rebalancing its re-
sources towards the Asia-Pacific region. We are in the process of
modernizing our defense posture across the entire region to defend
and deepen our partnerships with traditional allies, especially
Japan, South Korea, and Australia, to continue to deter and defend
against provocations from states like North Korea, as well as non-
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state actors, and to expand our networks of security cooperation
throughout the region to combat terrorism, counter proliferation,
provide disaster relief, fight piracy, and ensure maritime security.

I will continue this rebalancing even as we continue to work
closely—closely—with our long-time allies of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and our friends, and with allies, and
partners, and friends in other regions of the world. At the same
time, we will continue to focus on challenges in the Middle East
and North Africa where we have clear national interests. Rather,
it is a recognition that the United States has been and always will
be a Pacific power, and the Asian-Pacific area is increasingly vital
to America’s security and economic interests. That is why we must
become even more engaged in the region over the coming years.

Doing all of this and much more will require smart and strategic
budget decisions. I have made it clear I share Leon Panetta’s and
our Service Chiefs’ serious concerns about the impact sequestration
would have on our Armed Forces. As someone who has run busi-
nesses, I know that the uncertainty and turbulence of the current
budget climate makes it much more difficult to manage the Penta-
gon’s resources and our national security. If confirmed, I am com-
mitted to effectively and efficiently using every single taxpayer’s
dollar the right way, to maintaining the strongest military in the
world, and to working with Congress to ensure the Department has
the resources it needs, and that the disposition of those resources
is accountable.

Even as we deal with difficult budget decisions, I will never
break America’s commitment to our troops, our veterans, and our
military families. We will continue to invest in the well-being of
our All-Volunteer Force. Working with the Department of Veterans
Affairs (VA) and other institutions, we will make sure our troops
and their families get the health care, job opportunities, and edu-
cation they have earned and deserve, just as I did when I co-au-
thored the post-9/11 GI Bill with Senators Jim Webb, Frank Lau-
tenberg, and John Warner. This includes focusing on the mental
health of our fighting force, because no one who volunteers to fight
and die for this country should ever feel like that they have no-
where to turn. That is unacceptable in this country.

In my 12 years in the Senate, my one guiding principle on every
security decision I made and every vote I cast was always this—
simply this: Is our policy worthy of our troops and their families
and the sacrifices that we ask them to make? That same question
will guide me if I am confirmed as Secretary of Defense.

Our men and women in uniform and their families must never
doubt that their leaders’ first priority is them. I believe my record
of leadership on veterans issues over the years, going back to my
service in the Veterans Administration under President Reagan,
demonstrates my rock-solid commitment to our veterans and their
families.

We must always take care of our people. That is why I will work
to ensure that everyone who volunteers to fight for this country has
the same rights and same opportunities. As I have discussed with
many of you in our meetings, I am fully committed to imple-
menting the repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell, and doing everything
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possible under current law to provide equal benefits to the families
of all our servicemembers and their families.

I will work with the Service Chiefs as we officially open combat
positions to women, a decision I strongly support. I will continue
the important work that Leon Panetta has done to combat sexual
assault in the military. Maintaining the health and well-being of
those who serve is critical to maintaining a strong and capable
military, because an institution’s people must always come first.

As we look ahead to the coming years, we have an extraordinary
opportunity now at this moment to define what is next for Amer-
ica’s military and our country. It is incumbent upon all of us to
make decisions that will ensure our Nation is prepared to confront
any threat we may face in the future, protect our citizens, and re-
main the greatest force for good in the world.

If confirmed as Secretary of Defense, it will be my great honor,
working with the President, this committee, Congress, and our
military, to ensure our policies are worthy of the service and sac-
rifice of America’s men and women.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to your questions.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Hagel. Here is
what the plan is now for the hearing. We will have a first round
of 8 minutes each. We have a vote that is scheduled for 12:15 p.m.
We are going to work through that vote, and we are also going to
work through lunch, which means that we would ask you to vote
some time during that 12:15 p.m. vote and come back for those of
you who have not had your turn yet.

There are five votes at 2:15 p.m. I hope that we can complete our
first round by 2 p.m. or 2:15 p.m. so that we could then have a late
lunch at 2:15 p.m. during those five votes. We would then come
back perhaps an hour later. We would ask those who have not had
a turn, if that is the case, or during our second round, that to begin
our second round that you on the final vote, vote early and then
come back so we can start as quickly as possible around 3:15 p.m.
or 3:30 p.m., I would assume, to either complete the first round if
it has not been completed, or to begin our second round.

Because of the time crunch, we have standard questions which
we ask of all nominees. I am going to ask those at a later time dur-
ing this hearing, but we will ask them. Again, I think that we hope
to finish today. We will leave the record open for questions. But our
goal would be to finish today no matter how long it takes today,
then to have the record open for questions.

Let us now begin our first round of 8 minutes.

Senator Hagel, you have made reference to the looming seques-
ter. We received a letter signed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff relative
to sequester which says that we are on the brink of creating a hol-
low force due to an unprecedented convergence of budget conditions
and legislation. They have talked about the readiness crisis which
would result: grounding aircraft, returning ships to port, stop driv-
ing combat vehicles, training, and so forth.

You have spoken very briefly about your agreeing in general with
the impact. Would you expand on the impact of that sequester from
your perspective?

Senator HAGEL. Mr. Chairman, I think the Service Chiefs have
laid it out rather directly, plainly, as Secretary Panetta has. As re-
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cently as 2 or 3 days ago, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Ash
Carter, in an interview went into some detail.

The fact is, the bottom line if sequester would occur, it is not just
a reduction in a significant amount of dollars that would occur, but
it would be a convergence of taking the flexibility, the projection,
the management, the future, away from those who are responsible
for managing our budget. Furloughing civilian employees would
have to occur. You listed an inventory of consequences; of cutting
back on flying time, training, steaming. These are real con-
sequences that would occur.

I know the Pentagon, the Chiefs, those who have responsibility
for managing every department of this 3 million person operation,
security institution, are preparing for the worst. But make no mis-
take, this is not an exaggeration. When managers are not given the
flexibility, and the opportunity, and the tools to manage with com-
plete uncertainty as to what is ahead, that is disaster.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. On the question of Iran and the
use of force, the President has said that Iran’s leaders should un-
derstand that President Obama does not have a policy of contain-
ment. He has a policy to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear
weapon, that he has made clear that he will not hesitate, in his
words, to use force when it is necessary to defend the United States
and its interests. Do you agree with President Obama’s position
that, “all options should be on the table,” to prevent Iran from ob-
taining a nuclear weapon?

Senator HAGEL. I do. I have, and I strongly agree with him.

Chairman LEVIN. On Iranian sanctions, President Obama has
said that the sanctions which have been put in place are crippling
the economy of Iran. I happen to agree. Their currency has dropped
80 percent. Oil production has plunged. Their economy is in a
shambles. Do you share the President’s views on the importance
and effectiveness of sanctions against Iran? If so, how do you rec-
oncile your position with some of your past statements that suggest
that the national security of the United States is not served by iso-
lating Iran?

Senator HAGEL. First, I have always agreed with multilateral
sanctions because I think they have an effect. I think this Presi-
dent, in particular, has probably done more than any president to
effectively employ those kinds of international sanctions starting
with a United Nations (U.N.) Security Council agreement and U.N.
mandates. I agree with what the President is doing. I have said
publicly, incidentally long before the President ever asked me to
consider this job, that additional sanctions might be required.

As to my record on votes in the Senate regarding unilateral sanc-
tions, I have differed on some of those. I have voted for some as
well. It was always on a case-by-case basis. When I voted against
some of those unilateral sanctions on Iran, it was a different time.
For example, I believe one was in 2001. We were at a different
place with Iran during that time. Matter of fact, I recall the Bush
administration did not want a renewal of the 5-year renewal of the
Iran-Libya Sanctions Act (ILSA) during that time because they
weren’t sure of the effectiveness of sanctions.

That was not the only reason I voted against it. It was because
I thought that there might be other ways to employ our vast ability
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to harness power and allies. It was never a question of did I dis-
agree with the objective. The objective was, I think, very clear to
both of us.

I recall, for example, in 2008, Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice
sending a letter to the Chairman of the Finance Committee, Sen-
ator Max Baucus, requesting that a sanctions resolution unilateral
in the Finance Committee not come out of the Finance Committee
because the Bush administration at the time was working with the
Russians specifically, but with the Security Council of the United
Nations to try to get international sanctions, which I think that ef-
fort, by the way, in 2008, led to the 2010 international sanctions.

Chairman LEVIN. Can you give us your view on the size of the
U.S. force which might be necessary or would be necessary after
2014, the so-called residual force, if you have an opinion on the
size? You indicated in your opening statement two missions for
that residual force.

Can you also give us your opinion about the size of the Afghani-
stan National Security Force after 2014, and whether you agree
with me, and Senator Graham on this committee, and others that
we ought to reconsider the position that the Afghanistan National
Security Force should be reduced by a third starting in 2014 to
about 230,000 from what its current goal is, which is about
350,000.

Senator HAGEL. As you all know, General Allen has presented
his options to the President for the President’s consideration. As
far as I know, as of this morning, the President had not made a
decision on what a residual force, numbers wise, would look like.
I have not been included in those discussions, so I do not know,
other than knowing that he has a range of options, as you do.

But I would say that from what the President has told me, what
Secretary Panetta has told me, that decision will be made to assure
resourcing the mission and the capability of that mission.

As to what kind of a force structure should eventually be in place
by the Afghans, I do not know enough about the specifics to give
you a good answer, other than to say that I think that has to be
a decision that is made certainly with the President of Afghanistan,
what we can do to continue to support, train, and protect our inter-
ests within the scope of our ability to do that. Obviously the immu-
nity for our troops is an issue, which was an issue in Iraq. All those
considerations will be important and will be made. If I am con-
firmed and in a position to give the President on that, I will with
consultation of our commanders on the ground and our Service
Chiefs giving the best options that we can provide.

Chairman LEVIN. Will you review that question of the size of the
Afghanistan force with an open mind if you are confirmed?

Senator HAGEL. I will because I think we have to.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, my first question is not to be responded as to ex-
plaining the position. I want to state the position or restate the po-
sition on five things that I mentioned in my opening statement,
and merely to ask you if these are accurate reflections of things
that happened in the past.
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The first one is in 2007, you voted against the designating of
Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corp as a terrorist organiza-
tion. The second thing in 2006, you were 1 of 12 Senators who re-
fused to petition the European Union (EU) to identify Hezbollah as
a terrorist group. Third, in November 2003, you failed to vote on
a Syria accountability act authorizing sanctions on Syria for its
support of terrorism and occupation of Lebanon. Fourth, in 2001,
you were one of only two Senators that year to vote against re-
newal of the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act. Lastly, in 2001, you were
one of four Senators who refused to sign the letter supporting
Israel. Are those accurate?

Senator HAGEL. Let’s start with the

Senator INHOFE. No, I just want to know if these are votes that
took place. Do you agree that those votes took place?

Senator HAGEL. I want to ask about the letter that you just
noted in your fifth point, what was the date in the letter?

Senator INHOFE. The date?

Senator HAGEL. You said I refused to sign a letter.

Senator INHOFE. It was October 2001.

Senator HAGEL. A letter to——

Senator INHOFE. Okay, skip that one. Are the other ones true?
[Laughter.]

Senator HAGEL. It is very important, Senator, that we——

Senator INHOFE. It is very important because I was holding the
letter at the time that we were gathering signatures.

Senator HAGEL. I see. On the 2008 question regarding desig-
nating the Revolutionary Guard as a terrorist organization, I did
vote against it.

Senator INHOFE. I am sorry, and I do not want to be rude. You
and I are very good friends, but I know that my time is going to
expire. Others are going to ask you why you did this. I was asking
for the accuracy, and you do not want to answer that, that is fine.

Senator HAGEL. No, I just said I did vote against it, and I was
going to explain why I voted against it.

Senator INHOFE. I know, and they will be asking you for your ex-
planation. I want to get to three other things, and that is why it
is critical that we keep moving along here.

One of the criticisms I have had of this administration is the lack
of priority and funding for the military. While they have increased
the deficit by $5.3 trillion in 4 years, the only major part of the
budget that has decreased has been the military.

Now, that is something that is pretty well known. A lot of people
do not like that idea. The thing that bothers me just as much is
putting another agenda under the military budget. For example,
you have heard Senator McCain, and me, and others talk about the
fact that the Navy paid for 450,000 gallons of fuel, some $26 a gal-
lon that you can get on the market for $3. The Air Force, the same
thing, except that it is $59 a gallon.

The question I would have of you is just a commitment that if
you are confirmed, will you confine the dollars that we are going
to spend in the defense budget for defense purposes, for
warfighting purposes?

Senator HAGEL. Of course I will because that is the intent of our
budget and DOD.
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Senator INHOFE. Good. I appreciate that very much. There was
an article the other day in the Washington Post by Jennifer Rubin
called “Our Dimwitted State Department”. It was kind of an inter-
esting article. There are four questions that I am going to ask that
you respond for the record. For people who do not know what that
is, that means later on in writing.

The questions that I liked that she asked were, did the sale of
the F-16s encourage Mohamed Morsi to crack down on his people?
Number two, had we known he would crack, would we still have
sent the weaponry? Number three, how will we respond to Morsi’s
anti-democratic moves and the rise in violence against Christians
in Egypt, or, as will likely be the case, a failure to live up to
Egypt’s security obligations regarding Gaza? Four, have we miscal-
culated the Muslim Brotherhood? That would be for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

Question. Did the sale of the F-16s encourage Morsi to crack down on his people?

Answer. I do not believe that there is a correlation between the sale of F-16s and
the recent violence in Egypt. The F-16 aircraft has been a key component of the
U.S. defense relationship with the Egyptian Armed Forces (EAF) for the last 30
years. The EAF have been a reliable partner during Egypt’s transition, and provided
security to reinforce Egyptian Ministry of Interior forces during elections and when
called upon by President Morsi during the recent protests in the Suez Canal
governorates. I believe it is in U.S. interests to maintain our defense relationship
with Egypt. Working together to maintain the U.S.-Egypt defense relationship is
also in the interest of Israel. It is critical that the U.S. Government continues to
assist with the professionalization and the building of EAF capabilities to enable
border security, participate in regional missions, and continue Egypt’s role as a pil-
lar of regional stability.

Qu?estion. Had we known he would crack down, would we still have sent the weap-
onry?

Answer. I cannot speak for the administration, but as I stated, I do not believe
that there is a direct linkage between the sale of F-16s and the recent unrest in
Egypt. I join U.S. and foreign leaders in condemning the recent violence. It is clear
that a large number of Egyptian citizens are frustrated with the direction and pace
of political and economic reform. It is critical that all stakeholders, government and
gpplosition, work to address their frustrations and concerns peacefully and through

ialogue.

Question. How will we respond to Morsi’s anti-democratic moves and the rise in
violence against Christians in Egypt, or as will likely be the case, a failure to live
up to Egypt’s security obligations regarding Gaza?

Answer. If confirmed, I will take every opportunity to call for a transparent, inclu-
sive political process grounded in universal rights, the rule of law, and respect for
the rights of women and religious minorities. The United States maintains the abil-
ity to halt assistance to Egypt if it is determined that there are major reversals in
Egypt’s democratic transition, a severe degradation in the rule of law, or changes
in Egypt’s foreign or military policy that directly threaten U.S. interests, including
any changes to the Treaty of Peace with Israel.

I will also be clear with Egyptian leaders that Sinai security remains a serious
concern, which poses risk to Egypt’s internal stability as well as the security of
Egypt’s neighbor Israel. Restoring Sinai security requires consistent action against
violent groups acting in the Sinai and weapons smuggling into Gaza. If confirmed,
I will look for opportunities to provide U.S. security assistance through training and
border security equipment to assist Egypt in addressing this shared security objec-
tive, as well as consistently engage senior Egyptian leaders on Sinai security.

Question. Have we miscalculated the Muslim Brotherhood?

Answer. No. We are clear-eyed about the Egyptian leadership; the fact is that the
Freedom and Justice Party—the political arm of the Egyptian Muslim Brother-
hood—won a majority of votes in Egypt’s presidential elections. President Morsi has
publicly committed to upholding Egypt’s international obligations, including the
Peace Treaty with Israel. We need to hold him to these commitments, as he at-
tempts to lead Egypt’s political transition and democratic consolidation, address
Egypt’s rapidly deteriorating economy, and develop sustainable civil-military rela-
tions. President Morsi, as the democratically elected leader of Egypt, has a special
responsibility to build national consensus and strengthen Egypt’s democracy. In my
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view, U.S. support through economic and security assistance, as well as consistent
engagement, is critical so that Egypt will continue to serve as a pillar of regional
stability and peace.

Question. Do you support a third site of ground-based interceptor? It would be on
the east coast somewhere.

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the analysis Congress requested
in section 221 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 to
evaluate additional missile defense locations in the United States, including on the
east coast, will be delivered on a timely basis, and that Congress remains informed
about the Department’s analysis about how to best protect the U.S. Homeland.

Senator INHOFE. In the area of the Global Zero policy, you and
I talked about that in my office. Others have talked about it. We
are very much concerned.

When I heard Senator Warner and others talk about what used
to be the case, the problem, in terms of nuclear capability, we used
to be talking about Russia and the United States. It is not true
anymore. Our intelligence has told us since 2007 that Iran will
have that nuclear capability and a delivery system by 2015, so it
is other countries that are involved in that.

The question I would ask you, in your book you wrote that, “We
must once again convince the world that America has a clear inten-
tion of fulfilling the nuclear disarmament commitments that we
have made.” Then a bit more recently you said, “I believe that pro-
viding necessary resources for nuclear modernization of the triads
shoul;l be a national priority.” Do you stand by your last state-
ment?

Senator HAGEL. My last statement was

Senator INHOFE. Your last statement is saying that, “I believe
that providing the necessary resources for nuclear modernization of
the triads should be a national priority.”

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely it should be, and I agree with that.
That is what the policy of this administration is.

Senator INHOFE. I am merely bringing out the inconsistency be-
cause when you were involved with supporting the Global Zero or
whatever the organization was, their declaration is, “We, the un-
dersigned believe that to protect our children, our grandchildren,
our civilization from the threat of nuclear catastrophe, we must
eliminate all nuclear weapons globally. We, therefore, commit to
working for a legally binding verifiable agreement, including all na-
tions, to eliminate nuclear weapons by a date certain.”

Senator HAGEL. The position of Global Zero, my position, some
of the individuals—national security leaders, as Senator Nunn
talked about, including himself, has never been unilateral disar-
mament, ever. Never. We have over the years, which I have sup-
ported, the United States has led the efforts to reducing nuclear
warheads. There was no more significant voice for that than Ron-
ald Reagan when he laid before Secretary General Gorbachev in
1986 a rather bold plan. In fact, I believe, paraphrasing President
Reagan, we must eliminate nuclear warheads from the face of the
planet. I believe he said something to that effect.

Global Zero has been very clear on this. Their effort is in line
with every major national leader in the world, including President
Obama, to continue to try to make an effort to reduce our nuclear
warheads. But in a dangerous world, nuclear arsenals and our con-
tainment policy, which I mentioned in my statement, has been
critically important. We are not going to unilaterally disarm.
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Verifiable. It has to be bilateral. It has to be negotiated, as all our
treaties have been.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Hagel, but the reason I
mentioned the mission statement is that is the group that you be-
long to. We can talk about that later. You may want to expand on
that for the record.

My time has expired, but I have one last question I would like
to ask, and that is, given that Iran—“The people”—and I am
quoting right now—“from Iran, people of the Middle East, the Mus-
lim region, and North Africa, people of these regions hate America
from the bottom of their heart.” It further said, “Israel is a can-
cerous tumor in the heart of the Islamist world.” It further said,
“Iran’s warriors are ready and willing to wipe Israel off the map.”

The question I would like to ask you, and you can answer for the
record if you would like, is, why do you think that the Iranian for-
eign ministry so strongly supports your nomination to be the Sec-
retary of Defense?

Senator HAGEL. I have a difficult enough time with American
politics. Senator, I have no idea. But thank you, and I will be glad
to respond further for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

Question. The question I would like to ask you, and you can answer for the record
if you would like, is, why do you think that the Iranian foreign ministry so strongly
supports your nomination to be the Secretary of Defense?

Answer. While I cannot speak to the motivations of the Iranian Foreign Ministry
spokesperson behind making those statements, there should be no doubt that I fully
support and—if confirmed—will faithfully execute the President’s multi-vector strat-
egy towards Iran. This strategy has included tough-minded diplomacy, crippling

sanctions, and serious contingency planning with the objective of preventing Iran
from acquiring a nuclear weapon.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Inhofe.

Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

First, I would ask unanimous consent that several letters of sup-
port, including one from 13 former Secretaries of Defense, Secre-
taries of State, and National Security advisors, strongly endorsing
Senator Hagel’s nomination, be placed in the record.

Chairman LEVIN. It will be placed in the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Prominent Veterans’ Organizations Support Chuck Hagel

Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW)

“It is not the place for America’s oldest and largest combat veterans organization to advise or
recommend to the President who he should nominate for cabinet positions. However, the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S. considers Chuck Hagel — a twice-wounded Vietnam
War infantryman and former two-term U.S. senator from Nebraska — to be uniquely
qualified to lead the Department of Defense.” — Robert E. Wallace, Executive Director

Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America (IAVA)

“Without Senator Hagel’s leadership in Washington, there would not be a Post-9/11 G.I.
Bill.” “Senator Hagel has always been a strong advocate for veterans; at the Department of
Defense, there is no doubt he will continue that legacy. Time and time again, from Vietnam
to the VA to the USO, Senator Hagel has answered his country's call to serve, demonstrating
courage, character and resolve at every turn. We encourage the Senate to approve his
nomination swiftly.” - Paul Rieckhoff, Founder and Chief Executive Officer

AMVETS

AMVETS National Commander Cleve Geer endorsed President Barack Obama’s nomination
of Chuck Hagel as the next Secretary of Defense. “AMVETS fully supports President
Obama’s nomination of Chuck Hagel for the future Secretary of Defense,” said Geer. “As a
veterans service organization, AMVETS’ main mission is to serve as an advocate for veter-
ans, their families and the community in which they live. [ am confident that former Sen.
Hagel will utilize his experience and understanding of America’s military to lead this
nation’s troops and the Department of Defense.”

VoteVets.org

VoteVets® petition for Hagel was signed by over 8000 veterans and military families.
“Senator Hagel is a tremendous pick for Secretary of Defense, who I know very well, and |
have little doubt that he will serve President Obama with distinction — both as a voice of
reason within the administration, and as a faithful advocate for carrying out the policies of
the Commander in Chief. When it is all said and done, we will be talking about him as one
of the finest Secretaries of Defense we've ever had.” — Jon Soltz, Founder and Chairman

Military Officers Association of America (MOAA)

“While MOAA does not endorse or oppose specific candidates for elected of appointed
office, we believe Sen. Hagel is certainly a candidate who is fully qualified for appointment
to this extremely important position. MOAA’s past work with Sen. Hagel has been very
positive, and we believe he brings an important sensitivity to the human side of budget and
operational considerations. His experience as a combat-wounded Vietnam veteran, as
Deputy Administrator of the VA and his two terms in the Senate provide a range of
perspectives that would serve any Secretary of Defense well. MOAA previously recognized
Sen. Hagel’s efforts to protect the interests of military beneficiaries with our Arthur T. Marix
Congressional Leadership Award. [...] MOAA does not believe cabinet nominees should be
held hostage to political litmus tests.” — Admiral Norbert R. Ryan, Jr.. USN (Ret.), President
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¢ Non Commissioned Officers Association of the USA (NCOA)
“NCOA strongly supports the appointment of The Honorable Chuck Hagel to be Secretary of
Defense [...] His military service including being twice wounded in action has instilled the
values of service and personal sacrifice and for which he knows well the human cost of war.
He has been an advocate for Soldiers, Marines, Sailors, Airmen, and Coasties to ensure the
training and equipage of America’s 21st Century Military Force to coincide with a solid
revised Defense posture to meet conventional and unconventional world challenges. Senator
Hagel has also championed personnel issues relating to combat dwell time, force protection,
transition issues including electronic medical issues, preparation for future employment and
training, veterans benefits including enhancements to Post 9/11 educational benefits. He also
recognizes the value and sacrifice of families of the men and women who serve in this
nation’s Uniformed Services.” — Richard C. Schneider, Executive Director for Government
Affairs

* Vietnam Veterans of America (VYA)
“We like Hagel. We think he's a great guy, and having a combat veteran in there would be a

good thing,” Vietnam Veterans of America President John Rowan said.

e The American Legion
“[Hagel] is a longtime member of the Legion; he joined right after he returned from Vietnam.
He's a longtime advocate for veterans in the VA and especially for veterans exposed to Agent
Orange. Our organization has consulted with him among others on various national security
matters. Having said that, the American Legion is prohibited by our congressional charter...
from endorsing any candidate for elected or appointed office.” — John Raughter
communications director for the American Legion

* Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund
“T first met Mr. Hagel in 1981, when he was the No. 2 man at the Veterans Administration.
He had just thrown out of his office some people who were demanding that he stop his
support for Maya Lin’s design for the Vietnam Veterans Memorial, His integrity and
toughness were impressive then. Both qualities have grown since. Long before he became a
senator, Mr. Hagel was an infantryman in Vietnam. He fought the enemy up close, and he
had to put Americans in body bags. [ am sure that as defense secretary, he would not hesitate
to use military force aggressively if our nation or its allies are in danger. Yet he knows well
that war is terribly unpredictable and needs to be avoided. He has shown some fury at those
who have never seen war but encouraged it during the past decade. This is called courage. He

has earned his stripes.” — Jan C. Scruggs, Founder and President
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VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS

VFW STATEMENT ON SENATOR CHUCK HAGEL
NOMINATION

VFW EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SPEAKS ABOUT NEXT
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

January 07, 2013

The following statement is by Robert E. Wallace, executive director of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States, regarding today’s nomination of
Sen. Chuck Hagel to become the next Secretary of Defense:

“It is not the place for America’s oldest and largest combat veterans organization
to advise or recommend to the President who he should nominate for cabinet
positions. However, the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S. considers Chuck
Hagel — a twice-wounded Vietnam War infantryman and former two-term U.S.
senator from Nebraska — to be uniquely qualified to lead the Department of
Defense.”

http://www.vfw.org/News-and-Events/Articles/2013-Articles/VFW-STATEMENT-ON-
SENATOR-CHUCK-HAGEL-NOMINATION/
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Hagel Nomination Praised by IAVA
January 7, 2013

TAVA released a statement today praising the nomination of former Senator Chuck Hagel for Secretary of Defense.

"TAVA applauds the President's nomination of Senator Chuck Hagel to serve as Secretary of Defense," IAVA founder
and CEO Paul Rieckhoff said. "Senator Hagel is a welcomed choice and this is a historie day for veterans of all
generations. Iraq and Afghanistan veterans know Senator Hagel as a trusted friend, advocate and role model. Heis a
man of tremendous character who we can always count on to put our country ahead of politics. As a decorated combat
veteran of Vietnam, Senator Hagel uniquely understands the challenges America’s armed forces are facing worldwide.
He also understands the challenges they face when they transition home, which will be essential in the years ahead.
As we confront an alarming suicide rate, a shrinking military and high unemployment for veterans, we need a
Secretary of Defense who knows where we're coming from. After over ten long years of war, now is the time for a
combat veteran like Senator Hagel to lead the Pentagon.

"As a former enlisted soldier, Senator Hagel understands the challenges our troops and veterans face on a deeply
personal level. He's a man of great integrity who knows what it's like to put his life on the line for his country. He has
walked in our boots, and we know we can trust him to always have our back."

Senator Hagel served as an enlisted soldier in the U.S. Army infantry from 1967 to 1968, when he was a squad leader
in the 9th Infantry Division. He earned two Purple Hearts for his service in Vietnam. After returning home from
Southeast Asia, Senator Hagel used the Montgomery G.I. Bill to attend college. Later, as a U.S. Senator, Hagel was an
initial sponsor of the Post-9/11 Bill, which expanded G.L Bill benefits for a new generation of veterans returning from
Traq and Afghanistan. IAVA was instrumental in the passage of the New G.L Bill and worked closely with Senator

Hagel on this historie piece of legislation.

"Without Senator Hagel’s leadership in Washington, there would not be a Post-9/11 G.I. Bill,” Rieckhoff added.
"Senator Hagel has always been a strong advocate for veterans; at the Department of Defense, there is no doubt he
will continue that legacy. Time and time again, from Vietnam to the VA to the USO, Senator Hagel has answered his
country’s call to serve, demonstrating courage, character and resolve at every turn. We encourage the Senate to

“

approve his nomination swiftly.

http://iava.org/blog/hagel-nomination-praised-iava
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AmVets National Commander Approves
Defense Secretary Nomination

LANHAM, Md., Jan. 8, 2013—This afterncon, AMVETS National Commander Cleve Geer
endorsed President Barack Obama's nomination of Chuck Hagel as the next Secretary of
Defense. Obama announced the nomination yesterday, Jan. 7, 2013.

“AMVETS fully supports President Obama’s nomination of Chuck Hagel for the future Secretary
of Defense,” said Geer. "As a veterans service organization, AMVETS’ main mission is to serve

as an advocate for veterans, their families and the community in which they live. | am confident

that former Sen. Hagel will utilize his experience and understanding of America’s military to lead
this nation’s troops and the Department of Defense.”

If confirmed by the Senate, Hagel will be first infantryman to serve as the Secretary of Defense.
He will replace current Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta, who has been in this position since
2011. Hagel's experience ranges from serving in the Army during the Vietnam War to represent-
ing Nebraska as a senator.

About AMVETS:

A leader since 1944 in preserving the freedoms secured by America’'s armed

forces, AMVETS provides support for veterans and-the active military in procuring their earned
entitiements, as well as community service and legislative reform that enhances the quality of
life for this nation's citizens and veterans alike AMVETS is one of the largest congressionally-
chartered veterans' service organizations in the United States, and includes members from
each branch of the military, including the National Guard and Reserves.

To learn more, visit: www.amvets.org.

http://www.amvets.org/amvets-national-commander-approves-defense-secretary-nomination,
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Stewart M. Hickey
Executive Director

Chuck Hagel would make an Qutstanding Secretary of Defense
January 16, 2013

The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman

The Honorable James M. Inhofe, Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Services

United States Senate

Room SR-228 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Phone: 202-224-3871
Fax:  202-228-0036

Dear Chairman Levin and Ranking Member Inhofe:

While some of our organizations cannot recommend whom the President should appoint to
his cabinet, we believe that Senator Chuck Hagel would make an outstanding Secretary of
Defense, and is uniquely qualified to lead the men and women of America’s Armed Forces.

Chuck Hagel is true patriot who volunteered to fight in the war of his generation when he
could easily have opted for a safe assignment. Twice wounded in the service of our nation,
this combat veteran knows first-hand what it means to wear the uniform, what it means
when the nation sends its young people to war, and the price that our Soldiers, Sailors,
Airmen and Marines sometimes pay in our defense.

He has fought with and for our troops his entire adult life: as a 21-year old infantry sergeant
in Vietnam; as the deputy head of the VA who pushed for Agent Orange Benefits and for the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial; as the President of the USO; and as a U.S. Senator who co-
authored the Post-9/11 G.I. Bill. As Secretary of Defense he will be a strong advocate of
preparing servicemen and women for a smooth transition from the military to the VA
system, including making jobs and training, and efficient electronic records a top priority.
His door would always be open to veterans’ service organizations.

Chuck Hagel knows that, while military force in defense of the nation is unfortunately
sometimes necessary, decisions concerning war and peace, life and death, never should be
undertaken lightly. This is the least that we can ask of our leaders.

The President has said that “in Chuck Hagel our troops see a decorated combat veteran of
character and strength. They see one of their own. Chuck is a champion of our troops and
our veterans and our military families.” “Chuck knows that war is not an abstraction, He
understands that sending young Americans to fight and bleed in the dirt and mud, that’s
something we only do when it's absolutely necessary.” As veterans, we could not agree
more, As the nation commemorates the 50th anniversary of the Vietnam War, it is fitting
and proper that the next Secretary of Defense should be a wounded and decorated veteran
of that conflict - the first Vietnam veteran and the first enlisted man to hold this post.

Sincerely,

J" M‘l&,‘.' -

Stewart M. Hickey
Executive Director



30

5 MOAA

Military Officers Association of America VADM Norbert R. Ryan, Jr. USN (Ret)
President

January 18, 2013

The Honorable Carl Levin

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

| am writing on behalf of the 380,000 members of the Military Officers Association of
America (MOAA) to express MOAA's concern about some arguments being raised in
opposition to the nomination of Sen. Chuck Hagel to be Secretary of Defense.

While MOAA does not endorse or oppose specific candidates for elected or appointed
office, we believe Sen. Hagel is certainly a candidate who is fully qualified for
appointment to this extremely important position.

MOAA’s past work with Sen. Hage! has been very positive, and we believe he brings an
important sensitivity to the human side of budget and operational considerations.

His experience as a combat-wounded Vietnam veteran, as Deputy Administrator of the
VA and his two terms in the Senate provide a range of perspectives that would serve
any Secretary of Defense well. MOAA previously recognized Sen. Hagel's efforts to
protect the interests of military beneficiaries with our Arthur T. Marix Congressional
Leadership Award.

While there is every potential we might disagree with some future decisions Sen. Hagel
or any other Secretary of Defense will have to make on specific issues, we don't believe
such speculation is a fair basis for questioning his qualifications.

MOAA believes, barring unexpected revelations of clearly disqualifying circumstances,
the Senate should confirm a President’s nominations for cabinet positions.

While each senator must vote his or her conscience, MOAA does not believe cabinet
nominees should be held hostage to political litmus tests.

Sincerely, ¥ W W/\./(m

Ytk R

201 N. Washington Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-2539
800.234.6622 phone
www.moaa.org
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)
W
Non Commissioned Officers Association of the United States of America
P.O. Box 427 Alexandria, Virginia 22313 Telephone (703) 549-0311

January 22, 2013

The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman

The Honorable James M. Inhofe, Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Services

United States Senate

Room SR-228 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Levin and Ranking Member Inhofe:

The Non Commissioned Officers Association of the USA (NCOA) strongly supports the
appointment of The Honorable Chuck Hagel to be Secretary of Defense.

The association’s membership is comprised of current and former enlisted members of the
active duty military, Guard and Reserve Components to include all elements of the United
States Coast Guard. The members of NCOA share a common experience with Senator Hagel
who personally experienced the rigors of military service to include combat in the Vietnam War.

His military service including being twice wounded in action has instilled the values of service
and personal sacrifice and for which he knows well the human cost of war.

He has been an advocate for Soldiers, Marines, Sailors, Airmen, and Coasties to ensure the
training and equipage of America’s 21st Century Military Force to coincide with a solid revised
Defense posture to meet conventional and unconventional world challenges.

Senator Hagel has also championed personnel issues relating to combat dwell time, force
protection, transition issues including electronic medical issues, preparation for future
employment and training, veterans benefits including enhancements to Post 9/11 educational
benefits. He also recognizes the value and sacrifice of families of the men and women who
serve in this nation’s Uniformed Services.

The NCOA has no hesitation in asking that Senator Hagel receive an expeditious hearing that
confirms his confirmation to be the next Secretary of Defense. This Association recognizes the
challenges that will be faced as Secretary of Defense and believe Senator Hagel is well
qualified to lead the Department of Defense.

Sincerely

Richard C. Schneider
Executive Director for Government Affairs
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VoteVelts.org

" ]| The Voice of America's Zist Century Patriots
PUBLISHED: January 07, 2013
VOTEVETS.ORG CHEERS HAGEL PICK
Group Garnered Over 8000 Veterans and Military Families in Support of Hage!
WASHINGTON, DC - The largest progressive group of veterans in America, VoteVets.org, today cheered the pick of
Chuck Hagel to be the next Secretary of Defense. The group previously launched a petition in support of Hagel,

which gained over 13,000 sigatures. inciuding over 8000 Veterans and Military Families.
http/Notevets. W 2i

In a statement, VoteVets.org Chairman and Irag War Veteran Jon Scltz said:

“Senator Hage! is a tremendous pick for Secretary of Defense, who I know very well, and | have
little doubt that he will serve President Obama with distinction — both as a voice of reason within
the administration. and as a faithful advocate for carrying out the policies of the Commander in
Chief. When it is all said and done, we will be talking about him as one of the finest Secretaties
of Defense we've ever had.

Chuck Hagel brings three key things to this post. First, and foremost, as an enlisted soldier, who
fought in Vietnam and was awarded the Purple Heart twice, Chuck Hagel's heart is still with the
fighting men and women in uniform. He deeply understands what our warriors go through,
when deployed. And so, when it comes to military action, Chuck Hagel will ask two

questions: Is this good for American security. and is this good for our troops? That is something
that is desperately needed.

Second, when it comes to American security, Chuck Hagel bravely broke with his party and his
party’s President, to stand up against the war in Irag, which will go down in history as one of our
most misguided military ventures. Chuck Flagel has no fear when it comes to standing up to
neoconservatives. and their preemptive war, nation building dreams. As a Republican, he adds a
very crucial dose of credibility when he speaks out against wrongheaded military action.

Third. and equally as important, Chuck Hagel is a vociferous advocate for cutting Pentagon
waste - from outdated weapons to our over-bloated nuclear arsenal, both of which eat up billions
and billions of dollars. In these tough economic times. Chuck Hagel will have no problem
identifying waste at the Department of Defense. and cutting it. Those savings will both help the
American economy, and free up resources (o ensure that our troops are taken care of. as they
deserve.

Along with John Kerry at the State Department. service nen and women will have a real dream
team — secretaries who served in war. were wounded, and performed heroically. President
Obama is 1o be commended for standing up for our men and women in uniform, and putting the
very best people for the job at the Departments of Defense and State.”

Founded in 2006, and backed by over 220.000 members, the mission of VoteVels.org is fo use public issue
campaigns and direct outreach to lawmakers to ensure that troops abroad have what they need to complete their
missions, and receive the care they deserve when they get home. VoteVets.org also recognizes veterans as a vital
part of the fabric of our country and will work to protect veterans’ interests in their day-to-day lives. VoteVels.org is
committed to the destruction of terror networks around the world - with force when necessary - to protect
America. While non-partisan, the group is the largest progressive organization of veterans in America
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Vietnam Veterans of America

8719 Colesville Road, Suite 100, Silver Spring, MD 20910 » Telephone (301)
585-4000 Main Fax (301) 585-0519 <« Advocacy (301) 585-3180 -«
Communications (301) 585-2691 « Finance (301} 585-5542

WWW.VVa.0rg

A Not-For-Profit Veterans Service Organization Chartered by the United
States Congress

January 30, 2013

The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman

The Honorable John McCain, Ranking Member
United States Senate Committee on Armed Services
Russell Senate Office Building, Room SR-228
‘Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Levin and Ranking Member McCain,

Vietnam Veterans of America (VVA) is pleased and proud to stand in support of the nomination
of Senator Chuck Hagel as Secretary of Defense.

We have known Chuck Hagel for more than thirty years. We know him to be a man of the
highest character and integrity who will take care of the troops while accomplishing the mission.
He has the range and depth of knowledge in foreign affairs as well as defense policy to more
than have sufficient gravitas to be an excellent Secretary of Defense. He is an inspired choice.

Senator Hagel’s initial experience with governance in the nation’s capital did not end well, He
left the then Veterans Administration, where he had been Deputy Administrator, because the VA
bureaucracy refused to be honest about the health effects of Agent Orange, and the effort by
many at the VA to destroy the VET Centers — the Readjustment Counseling Service —to treat
Post-traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). As far as we know, Chuck Hagel is the only one in our
generation to resign such a post on principle. This is very much in keeping with the spirit of our
nation’s Founding Fathers. ’

After leaving full-time public service, Chuck Hagel started his business, Vanguard Cellular, and
worked tirelessly to make it a real success, creating many jobs along the way. As a private
citizen, he helped keep the issue of adequate care and assistance to veterans with PTSD in the
fore. Even while building his business he made time to be active in veterans affairs, assisting in
the effort to build the Vietnam Women’s Memorial and serving on the Board of the Vietnam
Veterans Memorial Fund. '
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The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman
The Honorable John McCain, Ranking Member
January 30, 2013

2-

As a Senator, he was a key player in securing the GI Bill for the 21* Century, as well as other
key programs to assist the veterans of our latest wars. He was the critical champion in the Senate
in strengthening veterans’ preference in federal hiring, which has made the current campaign to
hire veterans of Afghanistan and [raq into government positions successful.

As a combat-tested soldier who acquitted himself well in battle, he knows first-hand what it
means to commit our troops to war. He gets it that warfare is ultimately about the mud and the
blood and the efforts of troops on the ground, so he will ensure that we continue to be the best-
equipped and trained military in the world. We also believe that Senator Hagel understands that
it is small business where much of the best innovation comes from, and so will ensure that there
is real competition at DoD, which is another way of saying that he will be committed to small
business as a key partner in acquisition and innovation strategy.

VVA recommends Chuck Hagel, without reservation, for quick confirmation as Secretary of
Defense, a position for which he is uniquely and pre-eminently qualified.

Sincerely,

John Rowan
National President
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December 20, 2012

Ambassadors’ Open Letter:
Senator Hagel Impeccable Choice for Defense Secretary

We support, most strongly and without qualification, President
Obama’s reported intention to nominate Senator Chuck Hagel to
be the next secretary of defense, Each of us has known the senator
over the past twenty years and has found him invariably one of the
best informed leaders in the U.S. Congress on the issues of

U.S. national security. Senator Hagel’s credentials for the job are
impeccable. As a decorated Vietnam veteran, an extremely
successful entrepreneur in the private sector and as a two-term
senator, he brings unusually high qualifications and experiences to
the Department of Defense at this time of budget constraint and
challenges to reshape America’s military power while kecping it
strong for the coming decades.

Senator Hagel’s political courage has impressed us all. He has
stood and argued publicly for what he believes is best for the
United States. When he was attacked for opposing the war in Iraq
as “unpatriotic,” he replied, “To question your government is not
unpatriotic — to not question your government is unpatriotic.”

Time and again he chose to take the path of standing up for our
nation over political expediency. He has always supported the
pillars of American foreign policy — such as: a strong NATO and
Atlantic partnership; a commitment to the security of Israel, as a
friend and ally; a determination to stop the proliferation of nuclear
weapons; and the defense of human rights as a core principle of
America’s role in the world.

Each of us has had the opportunity to work with Senator Hagel at
one time or another on the issues of the Middle East. He has
invariably demonstrated strong support for Israel and for a two



36

state solution and has been opposed to those who would undermine
or threaten Israel’s security.

We can think of few more qualified, more non-partisan, more
courageous or better equipped to head the Department of Defense
at this critical moment in strengthening America’s role in the
world. If he is nominated, we urge the speedy confirmation of
Senator Hagel’s appointment.

Sincerely,

Nicholas Burns, former Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs, Ambassador to NATO and Greece

Ryan Crocker, former Ambassador to Iraq and Afghanistan
Edward Djerejian, former Ambassador to Israel and Syria
William Harrop, former Ambassador to Israel

Daniel Kurtzer, former Ambassador to Israel and Egypt
Sam Lewis, former Ambassador to Israel

William H. Luers, former Ambassador to Venezuela and
Czechoslovakia

Thomas R. Pickering, former Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs, Ambassador to Israel and Russia

Frank G. Wisner, former Under Secretary of Defense for Policy,
Ambassador to Egypt and India
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30 January 2013

The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman
The Honorable James M. Inhofe, Ranking Member

Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate
Room SR-228 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Levin and Ranking Member Inhofe:

On behalf of the Foreign Area Oflicer Association (FAOA) and the defense international
affairs community, I am writing in support of the nomination of Senator Chuck Hagel as the next
Secretary of Defense. FAOA is the professional organization of our military’s specially-trained
and experienced international affairs and language/culture experts (the FAOs), including Defense
Attachés and Security Cooperation personnel--retired, reserve, active duty, and civilian force.

Chuck Hagel has been a strong and active supportct of FAOA and the defense international
affairs and language/culture functions, and we were honored to have Senator Hagel as our
Distinguished Speaker last year, to participate in his Atlantic Council events, and to assist with
promoting his forward-looking book: dmericy: Our Next Chapter. Through these interactions,
it was clear that he fully understands and greatly values the role and contributions of the defense
international affairs community to our national security. Iie is a kindred spirit with our purpose,
passion, and pursuit of advancing an insightful military and foreign policy, fully informed by
true international affairs and region/culture experts. Our nation and Defense Department needs
this kind of clear thinking and nuanced approach.

Senator Hagel is a warrior, a statesman, and a profound thinker about the nation's security.
Throughout his career, Senator Hagel has also fougln for our troops — from an infantry sergeant
in Vietnam, to the deputy head of the Veterans Administration, President of the United Service
Organizations (USO), and as a Senator and co-author of the Post-9/11 G.I Bill. Chuck Hagel is
uniquely qualified to lead the men and women of our Armed Forces, and would make
an outstanding Secretary of Defense. If confirmed, he would also be the first Vietnam
veteran and former NCO to be the Secretary of Defense

We urge you to promptly confirm him!

Voot 1. P larnia
Kurt M. Marisa

Colonet (Ret), USAF
President, FAO Association

President@FAOA.org Mount Vernon, VA 22121 www.FAQA. org
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December 21, 2012

- We write regarding the qualifications of former Senator Chuck Hagel to be Secretary of Defense. As
former Generals and Admirals from the Army, Air Force, Marines and Navy, we are certain that
Senator Hagel would be a strong leader in the Pentagon.

Senator Hagel is eminently qualified for the job. He is a decorated Vietnam veteran, a successful
businessman, a leader in Ronald Reagan’s Veteran’s Administration and, since his election to the
Senate in 1996, one the country’s leading voices on foreign policy. He would bring a long-term
strategic vision to the job and to the President’s Cabinet.

Senator Hagel has stood up for what he believes are best interests of the United States for many
years, regardless of party or politics. We all know that the next Secretary of Defense will have a
challenging job to do — in this time of budget constraint and unprecedented challenges around the
world, the leadership of the Department of Defense must be strong. But, as then-Senator Hagel said
to his colleagues on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 2007: “If you want a safe job, go sell
shoes.”

Most importantly, we believe that the person who can best lead the Pentagon is one who understands
the importance of the challenges that our warfighter faces, Everyone in the Department of Defense,
from the most-recently enlisted Privates to the senior General Officers, respect his service to his
country on the battlefields in Vietnam. Even more, his decades of work with Veterans organizations
show that he will forcefully advocate for continued support to the men and women of our armed
forces long after they have returned from today’s battlefields.

We look forward to working with Senator Hagel if and when he is nominated by the President and
confirmed by the Senate. Senator Hagel has been a voice of moderation and balance in an unbalanced
time, and we can think of few people better qualified to lead the Department of Defense.

Sincerely,

Lieutenant General Brent Scoweroft, USAF (Ret.) former National Security Advisor to Presidents
Gerald Ford and George H.W. Bush

Admiral William J, Fallon, USN (Ret.), former Commander of U.S. Central Command and U.S.
Pacific Command

General Lester L. Lyles, USAF (Ret.) former Commander, Air Force Material Command, Wright-
Patterson Air Force Base

Admiral Robert J. Natter, USN (Ret.), former Commander of U.S. Atlantic Fleet/Fleet Forces
Command

General Chuck Wald, USAF (Ret.), former Deputy Commander of United States European
Command

General Anthony Zinni, USMC (Ret.), former Commander in Chief of United States Central
Command

Licutenant General John “Glad” Castellaw, USMC (Ret.), former Chief of Staff of United States
Central Command

Lieutenant General Daniel Christman, USA (Ret.), former.Superintendent of the United States
Military Academy at West Point

Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, Jr., USA, (Ret.), former President of the National Defense
University

Brigadier General Stephen Cheney, USMC (Ret.), former Inspector General of the Marine Corps
Brigadier General Dr. John H. Johus, USA (Ret.), former Assistant Commander of the 1st Infantry
Division and Professor of National Security Strategy at the National Defense University
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: January 16, 2013
Contact: Iris Bieri, iris@fesny.org, 937-266-1574

FIFTY AMERICAN STATESMEN TO SENATORS: CONFIRM CHUCK HAGEL AS
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Diplomats Support Hagel In Largest-Ever Direct Appeal of its Kind

Washington, D.C. -- In a historic letter to the Senate being delivered today, 50

former U.S. Ambassadors and senior officials from the Defense and State Departments and the
National Intelligence Council express their support “strongly and without qualification” of
the nomination of Chuck Hagel to head the Department of Defense. The letter, the largest-ever
direct appeal by American diplomats to Congress in support of a cabinet nomination, urges
the Senate Armed Services Committee and Senate leadership to support a speedy confirmation of
the former congressman, business owner and decorated veteran.

Citing their experiences serving Democratic and Republican presidents from Harry Truman to
Barack Obama and working with Senator Hagel on national security issues over two decades, the
signers commend the nominee for his unique courage, judgment and commitment to the
country’s interests over political expediency; and call his credentials “impeccable.” They
also applaud Hagel’s unwavering support for “the pillars of American foreign policy”: “a
strong military; a robust Atlantic partnership; a commitment to the security of Israel, as a friend
and ally; a determination to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons; and the defense of human
rights as a core principle of America’s role in the world.”

Former Deputy Secretary of State John C. Whitehead, former US. Trade Representative and
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development Carla Hills, former Chairman of the National
Intelligence Council Joseph Nye participated in the letter. Professional diplomats Frank Wisner,
Nicholas Burns, Richard Murphy, Ryan Crocker and Morton Abramowitz; as well as six former
Ambassadors to Israel:Thomas R. Pickering, Daniel Kurtzer, Sam Lewis, Edward Djerejian,
William Harrop, and Edward Walker; also signed. The letter highlights Hagel’s strong support
for Israel and a two-state solution and his opposition to anything that would undermine Israel’s
security.

The letter is being delivered electronically and by hand to Senate leadership and each member of
the Senate Armed Services Committee.

The full text of the letter is below.
Dear Senator:

We support, strongly and without qualification, President Obama’s nomination of Chuck Hagel
to be the next Secretary of Defense. Most of us have known the Senator for a decade or more and
consistently have found him to be one of the best informed leaders in the U.S. Congress on
national security issues. Senator Hagel’s credentials for the job are impeccable. As a decorated
Vietnam veteran, a successful entrepreneur in the private sector, and a two-term United States
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senator, he brings exceptional qualifications and experience to the Department of Defense,
particularly at this time of budget constraint and challenges in reshaping America’s military
power while keeping it strong for the coming decades.

Senator Hagel'’s political courage has impressed us all. He has stood and argued publicly for
what he believes is best for the United States. Time and again, he has chosen to take the path of
standing up for our nation, rather than the path of political expediency. He has always supported
the pillars of American foreign policy: a strong military; a robust Atlantic partnership; a
commitment to the security of Israel, as a friend and ally; a determination to stop the
proliferation of nuclear weapons; and the defense of human rights as a core principle of
America’s role in the world,

We have spent most of our lives in the service of our country, deeply committed to America’s
security and the example of our democracy. Many of us served in the U.S. armed services and
most of us have served for decades as professional diplomats. We are, by profession, non-
partisan and have served loyally under Presidents from Harvy Truman to Barack Obama. We
come from virtually every part of this nation and represent a broad spectrum of Americans.

Most of us have had the opportunity to work with Senator Hagel on Middle East policy and other
aspects of foreign relations. He has those rarest of qualities: good judgment and common sense.
He listens, learns, and takes wise positions that advance the interests and security of the United
States. He has repeatedly demonstrated his strong support for Israel and for a two state
solution, and has opposed those who would undermine or threaten Israel’s security.

We are greatly encouraged and proud that President Obama has chosen Chuck Hagel to serve
our nation again, this time as Secretary of Defense. Few are as qualified, courageous, or well
equipped to head the Department of Defense at this critical moment as the nation seeks to
strengthen America’s role in this changing world.

We urge speedy confirmation of this outstanding American patriot to be the next Secretary of
Defense.

Sincerely,

e John Beyrle, former Ambassador to Russia and Bulgaria

e Barbara K. Bodine, former Ambassador to Yemen

» Avis Bohlen, former Ambassador to Bulgaria and former Assistant Secretary for Arms
Control

o Nicholas Burns, former Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, Ambassador to

NATO and Greece

Elinor Constable, former Ambassador to Kenya

Eawin G. Corr, former Ambassador to Peru, Bolivia and El Salvador

Ryan Crocker, former Ambassador to Iraq and Afghanistan.

Ruth A. Davis, former Ambassador to Benin and former Director General of the US

Foreign Service
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James Dobbins, former Ambassador to the European Community and Assistant Secretary
of State for Europe

John Gunther Dean, former ambassador to Cambodia, Denmark, Lebanon, Thailand,
and India

Edward Djerejian, former Ambassador to Israel and Syria

Nancy Ely-Raphel, former Ambassador to Slovenia

Robert Gelbard, Former Ambassador to Indonesia and Bolivia and Assistant Secretary of
State for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement

James Goodby, former Ambassador to Finland

William Harrop, former Ambassador to Israel and State Department Inspector General
Ulric Haynes, Jr. former Ambassador 1o Algeria

Christopher Hill, former Ambassador to Irag

Carla Hills, former United States Secretary of Housing and Urban Development

H. Allen Holmes, former Ambassador to Portugal and Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Special Operations

Thomas L. Hughes, former Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State
Dennis Jett, former Ambassador to Mozambique and Peru

Craig Johnstone, former Ambassador to Algeria

Theodore Kattouf, former Ambassador to United Arab Emirates and Syria

Daniel Kurtzer, former Ambassador to Israel and Egypt

Sam Lewis, former Ambassador to Israel

William H. Luers, former Ambassador to Venezuela and Czechoslovakia

Dick McCormack, former Ambassador to the Organization of American States and
United States Under Secretary of State for Economic and Agricultural Affairs

Thomas E. McNamara, former Ambassador to Colombia and Ambassador-at-Large for
Counterterrorism, and Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Tom Miller, former Ambassador to Greece and Bosnia-Herzevovina

William G. Miller, former Ambassador to Ukraine

Richard Murphy, former Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, Mauritania, Syria, the Philippines
Cameron Munter, former ambassador to Pakistan and Serbia

Ronald Neumman, former Ambassador Afghanistan, Algeria and Bahrain

Joseph Nye, former Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, and former Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Security

Robert B. Oakley, former Ambassador to Pakistan, Somalia, and Zaire

Phyllis E. Oakley, former Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and Research and
Refugees

W. Robert Pearson, former Ambassador to Turkey

Pete Peterson, former Ambassador to Vietnam

Thomas R. Pickering, former Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, Ambassador
to Israel, India Jordan, Russia and the United Nations

Steven Pifer, former Ambassador to Ukraine

Howard B. Schaffer, former Ambassador to Bangladesh

Patrick Theros, former Ambassador to Qatar

Nicholas Veliotes, former Ambassador to Jordon and Egypt

Richard Viets, former Ambassador to Jordon, Tanzania, and Portugal

Edward Walker, former Ambassador to Egypt, Israel and the United Arab Emirates
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Jennone Walker, former Ambassador to the Czech Republic
John Whitehead, former Deputy Secretary of State
Ross Wilson, former Ambassador to Turkey and Azerbaijan

Frank G. Wisner, former Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, Ambassador to Egypt
and India
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THE BIPARTISAN GROUP

Dear Mr. President,

We write 10 express to you our strong support for Senator Chuck Hagel, who
dly is under ideration for ination as Secretary of Defense.

Along with Senator Hagel, we were signatories to several letters we sent you
proposing parameters for the Israeli-Palestinian peace taiks that you sought to
ravive. These communications are now baing cited by some who opposs Senator
Hagel's nomination as avidence of what they claim ta be his unfriendliness to Israel.

The first of the six principles we proposed for r d peace talks was that “The
U.5. witl oppase any effort to challenge or underniina the legitimacy of the State of
Israel within its internationally recagnized borders.” We opposed undimited entry
of Palestinian refugees into the State of Israel, and supported reconciliation of the
various Palestinian political factions “on terms compatihle with these principles
and UNSC Resolutions 242 and 338.”

To characterize supporters of these principles, largely based on the parameters
proposed by President Clinton in 2000, as anti-Israel or anti-Semitic, as soms of
these critics have, is unacceptable. Mo one has been mora steadfast in supporting
America’s commitment to Israel’s security than has Senator Hagel.

We write to you, Mr. President, in support of Senator Hagei because we believe cur
polarized political life is much in need of leaders with the kind of bipartisanship and
independence of conscience and mind that Chuck Hage!'s service to our country
has exemplified.

Sincerely,

W/&»s/ Waeoy, Hessd s, ik
)

David L. Boren Nancy Kassebaum-Baker

Former Okiahoma Gavernor and US Senator

Former U3 Senator from Kansas

RPN
Tdeecan, feasnr.

Zhigniew Brzezinski Thomas R. Pickering
Former United Stetes National Security Advisor Farmer Undersecretary of State for
Political Aftairs, Ambassadus lo the

Z ) / z! United Nations end Ambassador fo Israsl

Frank C. Cartucci
former United States Secratary of Defanse

W Former United States National Security Advisor
Witliam J. Falton y Yy e

Former Commanider, US Central Command

Paul Volcker
Former Chairman uf the Federal Resorve
Gary Hart ;M/L«%/L——-—
Former US Senater from Colorado
James D. Woifensohn
Former Prasident of the World Bank Group
Lot
Carla Hills
Former Upited Statss Secretary of Housing and
Urban and US Trade 4

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, I think the President chose wisely.
There are very few people in this country with the experience, as
a combat infantryman, decorated and wounded, as a business lead-
er, as the second leader of the Veterans Administration, as a U.S.
Senator, as someone who every day understands that the decisions
we make will be carried out by young Americans, actually looked
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in the face of young Americans, who has seen them suffer and die
for this country. I think that quality is, if not unique, extraor-
dinarily part of the nominee before us. Again, I think the President
made a wise choice.

I think Senator Inhofe’s discussions of the Global Zero Report is
an opportunity for a quote, and let me quote. “There is one way
safely and legitimately to reduce the cost of national security, and
that is to reduce the need for it. This is what we are trying to do
in negotiations with the Soviet Union. We are not just assessing
limits on a further increase of nuclear weapons. We seek instead
to reduce the number. We seek the total elimination one day of nu-
clear weapons from the face of the Earth.” President Ronald
Reagan in his second inaugural address.

The notion of Global Zero is not something unique. I would also
point out that as signatories to the nuclear disarmament treaty,
the Nonproliferation Treaty, Article 6 undertakes to commit at
least to a treaty ultimately on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective control.

This is an aspiration that the United States has embraced for a
very long time under presidents of both parties. I think, as Senator
Hagel pointed out, this is not unilateral disarmament. This is a
long process of making sure we have the nuclear weapons in place
to deal with appropriate challenges, some of them very different
than the Cold War, but the aspiration is important. It has been a
bipartisan and constant one for decades. Is that a rough summary
of what you might agree to, Senator?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, it is, Senator. Thank you.

Senator REED. The other issue is that there were several specific
points raised with your record, and let me give you the opportunity
to respond, if you will, to the questions that Senator Inhofe posed
with respect to votes. If you have the list before you or——

Senator HAGEL. The what? I’'m sorry?

Senator REED. Senator Inhofe posed several issues about a 2007
vote, a 2006 resolution with Hezbollah, 2003 Syrian sanctions, et
cetera. You were prepared to comment. I think it is appropriate
that you have an opportunity to comment. If you want to do so
now, I would invite you to do so.

Senator HAGEL. I would be glad to further comment for the
record because I have none of those specific quotes in front of me,
and which I will, Senator, listing every vote I took.

I would say, though, included in those votes, which I do recall
some of them, was a vote in 1998, a vote in 2000, a vote in 2006,
specifically against Iran, sanctioning companies, unilateral sanc-
tions, that in any way assisted in Iran’s building their capability
of nuclear weapons or rocket or missiles. I voted for those.

I recall signing a letter, a Warner-Levin letter in 2002 to the
President of the United States regarding anti-Semitism in Russia.
I wrote a letter to President Clinton specifically in 1999 recom-
mending to President Clinton a number of steps that he take with
President Yeltsin regarding anti-Semitism in Russia. I remember
specifically there were two unanimous consent resolutions in 2006
against Hezbollah, against Hamas, against Syria, and Iran that we
had unanimous consent, I supported on the floor of the Senate.
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So there is a more complete record, Senator, than just one, or
two, or three, or four, and those are some of them that I recall. As
I noted in one of the responses back to Senator Inhofe, I did not
take any action on any vote, as I suspect every colleague has the
same way to approach votes, on this specific issue, on Hezbollah,
Hamas, which I am on the record many times designating and say-
ing that Hezbollah and Hamas are terrorist organizations. I am on
the record many times in speeches, and on the floor of the Senate,
and in the book I wrote in 2008 saying that Iran is a state sponsor
of terrorism. That is not new. That is in my record.

But the way I approached every vote I ever took in the Senate
was based on what I thought could be most effective, what was the
situation at the time, how could we do this smarter and better. I
have always believed that the President of the United States is the
elected leader of America. He has within his responsibilities, and
I believe it is clearly articulated in Article 2, to conduct foreign pol-
icy. I always thought the best way to deal with foreign leaders was
let the President do that directly, for us to communicate with the
President.

I do not think there was a letter that I can recall I signed to a
President on any of these issues that I agreed with it that I did
not sign. So it was never a matter of differing objectives here. It
was a matter of how best we could do it.

I mentioned in 2008, the Secretary of State did not want one of
those unilateral sanctions to go forward during the Bush adminis-
tration, wrote a letter, 2001, which is one of the issues that Senator
Inhofe brought up. The Bush administration was opposed to a 5-
year renewal of ILSA.

Now, I am not saying that is right or wrong, but every one of the
decisions I made, every vote I cast, was based on at the time what
I thought made the most sense.

[The information referred to follows:]
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A: Thank you for the opportunity to comment for the record. I'd like to include a detailed
description of my legislative record for your review.

2008: Hagel cosponsored legislation to direct the Secretary of Defense to increase suicide prevention
programs (5.2585)

2008: Hagel voted in favor of the revised version of the FY08 National Defense Authorization Act
(HL.R.4986)

2008: Hagel voted in favor of the 2008 Supplemental Appropriations Act (H.R. 2642).

2008: Hagel voted in favor of the Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing
Appropriations Act, 2009 (H.R.2638) which included Department of Defense Appropriations for FY09.
2007: Hagel cosponsored Senate Resolution (8.Res. 321) calling on Hamas to recognize the State of
Israel's right to exist, to renounce and end all terror and incitement, and to accept past agreements and
obligations with Israel.

2007: Hagel cosponsored legislation to mandate minimum breaks for troops between deployments to Iraq
or Afghanistan (S.Amdt.2999 to H.R.1585).

2007: Hagel sponsored legislation to increase the death gratuity payable to survivors of service members
who die on active duty or inactive duty training (S.659).

2007: Hagel voted in support of a Sense of Congress resolution to express that US forces in Iraq should
transition to a more limited set of missions (S.Amdt.3876 to S.Amdt.3874 to H.R.2764).

2007: Hagel cosponsored an amendment to Defense authorization bill that called for US forces to begin to
withdraw from Iraq in 120 days (S.Amdt.2087 to H.R.1585).

2007: Voted in March of 2007 for a goal of March 31, 2008 for withdrawal of US forces from Iraq.
(S.Amdt.643 to H.R.1591).

2007: Hagel sponsored and cosponsored legislation that ultimately became the Post 9/11 Veterans
Educational Assistance of 2008 (S.22, S.723).

2007: Hagel cosponsored legislation expressing the Senate’s opposition to the surge in Iraq
(S.Con.Res.2).

2007: Hagel cosponsored legislation to help service members with Traumatic Brain Injuries (S.1349), to
establish a center for treatment of military eye injuries (S.1999) and to enhance health care services and
benefits for wounded service members (S.1363, S.1606).

2007: Hagel voted in support of the Protect America Act of 2007 (§.1927) which expended the Foreign
Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA).

2007: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2008 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 1585). (Note that
the bill was vetoed by the president.)

2007: Hagel supported the FY2008 Department of Defense Appropriations Act (H.R.3222), which passed
the Senate by Voice Vote.

2006: Hagel voted in favor of the 2006 Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense,
Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery (H.R.4939)

2006: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2007 Department of Defense Appropriations Act and Continuing
Resolution (H.R. 5631).
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2006: Hagel supported the FY2007 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 5122), which passed the
Senate by Unanimous Consent.

2006: Hagel was an original cosponsor and strong supporter of the Palestinian Anti-Terrorism Act of
2006 (S.2370) which set strict conditions for U.S assistance to the Palestinian Authority, including a
certification requirement that the Palestinian Authority halt anti-Israel incitement.

2006: Hagel supported and voted for a provision included in the FY2006 Supplemental Appropriations
Act (H.R.4939) which prohibited distribution of financial assistance to the Palestinian Authority unless it
complied with the standards established in the Quartet meeting of January 2006.

2006: Hage! voted in favor of reauthorizing the Patriot Act (H.R.3199).

2006: Hagel was an original cosponsor of a Senate Resolution (S.Con.Res 78) that condemned the
Government of Iran for violating its international nuclear nonproliferation obligations and expressed
support for efforts to report Iran to the United Nations Security Council.

2005: Hagel voted in favor of the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global
War on Terror, and Tsunami Relief (H.R.1268).

2005: Hagel cosponsored legislation to increase the end strength of the Army by 30,000 and to increase
the end strength of the by Marines by 5,000 (S.530).

2005: Hagel voted in favor of the Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations to
Address Hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act of FY06 (H.R. 2863).

2005: Hagel sent a letter along with Sen. Evan Bayh (D-IN) to then UN Secretary General Kofi Annan
urging the UN to offer a strong resolution condemning statements which threatened the existence of Israel
and the United States by Iranian President Mohammed Ahmadinejad and Supreme Leader of the Islamic
Republic of Iran Ali Khameni.

2005: Hagel cosponsored a resolution urging the President to consider imposing sanctions under the Syria
Accountability and Lebanese Sovereignty Restoration Act of 2003 (S.Res.63).

2005: Hagel cosponsored legislation to provide grants to Israel to support research, development, and
commercialization of alternative renewable energy sources (5. 1862).

2005: Hagel cosponsored the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 2005 (S.313).

2005: Hagel supported the FY2006 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 1815), which passed the
Senate by Unanimous Consent.

2004: Hagel cosponsored legislation to increase the end strength of the Army by 1000 (S.2165).

2004: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2005 Department of Defense Appropriations Act (H.R. 4613).
2004: Hagel supported the FY2005 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4200), which passed the
Senate by Unanimous Consent.

2004: Hagel sponsored legislation to increase the military death gratuity (S.2876).

2004: Hagel cosponsored the Comprehensive Peace in Sudan Act of 2004 (S5.2781) which provided
assistance to the Government of Sudan in order to implement a peace agreement.

2004: Hagel voted for the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (8.2845) that
reorganized U.S. intelligence agencies as recommended by the September 1 1" Commission.

2003: Hagel cosponsored legislation to improve military pay and benefits for service members and their
families (8.392, 5.451, S.585, S.1916).

2003: Hagel voted in favor of the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution (War Supplemental) for 2003
(H.J. Res. 2).

2003: Hagel voted in favor of the Appropriations Act to Support Department of Defense Operations in
Iraq for FY 2003 (8.762).

2003: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2004 Department of Defense Appropriations Act (H.R. 2658).
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2003: Hagel voted in favor of FY2004 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R.1588).

2003: Hagel voted for a Senate Resolution (S.Res.393) that supported efforts to continue working with
others in the international community, to build the capacity and will of Palestinian institutions to fight
terrorism, dismantle terrorist organizations, and prevent the areas from which Israel had withdrawn from
posing a threat to the security of Israel.

2002: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2003 Department of Defense Appropriations bill (H.R. 5010).
2002: Hagel voted in favor of the conference to the 2002 Supplemental Appropriations Act for Further
Recovery and Response to Terrorist Attacks on the United States (H.R. 4775)

2002: Hagel supported the FY2003 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4546), which was passed
the Senate by Unanimous Consent.

2002: Hagel voted in favor of the Lieberman Amendment (S.Admt.3389 to the Trade Act of 2002) that
expressed solidarity with Israel, commitment to assist Israel’s right to self-defense, condemned
Palestinian suicide bombings, demanded that the Palestinian authority dismantle the terrorist
infrastructure in Palestinian areas and urged all Arab states to oppose terrorism.

2002: Hagel cosponsored legislation to expand Cooperative Threat Reduction funds for projects and
activities to address proliferation threats outside the states of the former Soviet Union (8.2026).

2002: Hagel sponsored the Afghan Freedom Support Act of 2002 (S.2717) which provided military and
humanitarian assistance to the government of Afghanistan.

2002: Hagel voted in favor of establishing the Department of Homeland Security (H.R.5005).

2002: Hagel voted to authorize the use of military force against Iraq (H.).Res.114).

2002: Hagel signed the Levin-Warner Letter raising deep concerns "about the resurgence of anti-
Semitism both in Europe and in the Arab media"

2001: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2002 National Defense Authorization Act (S.1438).

2001: Hagel voted in support of the Department of Defense and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
for Recovery from and Response to Terrorist Attacks on the United States Act of 2002 (H.R. 3338).
2001: Hagel voted in favor of the Patriot Act (HR.3162)

2001: Hagel voted in favor of the Authorization for the Use of Military Force (H.J.Res.64) in response to
the September 11™ attacks.

2000: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2001 Department of Defense Appropriations bill (H.R. 4576).
2000: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2001 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4205).

2000: Hagel voted in favor of the Iran Non-Proliferation Act (H.R.1883) that allowed the United States to
sanction companies that sell materials that could be used to make weapons or missiles in Iran.

1999: Hagel voted in favor of the FY2000 National Defense Authorization Act (S.1059).

1999: Hagel voted in favor of the conference report to FY2000 Department of Defense Appropriations
bill (HR. 2561).

1999: Hagel cosponsored a Concurrent Resolution (S.Con.Res.39) that condemned the treatment of
religious minorities in the Islamic Republic of Iran, and particularly the arrests of members of that
country’s Jewish community.

1999: Hagel cosponsored legislation to improve military health care (5.350).

1999: Hagel cosponsored a Joint Resolution (S.J.Res.20) that would have authorized the President to use
all military force to intervene in Kosovo.

1999: Hagel was an original cosponsor and voted in favor of a Concurrent Resolution (S.Con.Res.5)
expressed opposition to the unilateral declaration of a Palestinian state and urged the President to assert
clearly United States opposition to such a unilateral declaration of statehood.

1998: Hagel voted in favor of the FY 1999 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 3616).

1998: Hagel voted in favor of the FY 1999 Department of Defense Appropriations bill (H.R.4103).

1999: Hagel wrote to President Clinton urging condemnation of anti-Semitism in Russia.
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1998: Hagel voted in favor of the Iran Missile Proliferation Sanctions Act (HR.2709), which imposed
sanctions on foreign persons who transfer items contributing to Iran’s efforts to acquire, develop, or
produce ballistic missiles.

1997: Hagel voted in favor of the Chemical and Biological Weapons Threat Reduction Act (S.495).
1997: Hagel was an original cosponsor of a Concurrent Resolution (S.Con.Res.21) congratulating the
residents of Jerusalem and the people of Istael on the 30™ anniversary of the reunification of that historic
city, and for other purposes.

1997: Hagel voted in favor of the FY 1998 National Defense Authorization Act (HR.1119).

1997: Hagel voted in favor of the FY 1998 Department of Defense Appropriations bill (H.R.2266)

Senator REED. Senator, you have clearly stated that you are sup-
portive of the President’s efforts to support the State of Israel. You
have indicated specifically the example of Iron Dome. I recall a
statement recently by Defense Minister Barak that he has seldom
seen or never has seen the same level of military support to the
State of Israel that he has seen in the last several years.

You are, I presume and I hope, fully prepared to carry out that
same effort, that same level of support, because of the vital inter-
ests that we share with the State of Israel.

Senator HAGEL. I am, and I have a record on that. In my book
in 2008, interviews, speeches, I have always said I am a supporter
of Israel. In some cases, I have said I am a strong supporter of
Israel. In some cases I have even written, and I think it is in my
book, that we have a special relationship with Israel. We always
have had.

I have never voted against Israel ever in the 12 years I was in
the Senate whether it was military authorizations, additional sup-
plemental appropriations. The record is very clear on that.

I might add, as long as we are on this subject, that—and Senator
Nelson may have a clearer view of this since he was just in Jeru-
salem, there have been a couple of recent statements made by the
current Israeli Ambassador to the United States, the former Israeli
Ambassador to the United States, now the Deputy Foreign Min-
ister of Israel, that were fairly positive about me.

I think all the Israeli leaders I have dealt with over the years
and met, I have been to Israel many times. The first two times I
was in Israel was when I was the head of the United Services Or-
ganizations (USO). I kept the Haifa USO open. We did not close
it. There was a lot of pressure when I took over the World USO
to close USOs around the world, and we did. There was a lot of
pressure to close the Haifa USO. I am the one that made the deci-
sion not to do that.

The former Chief of Naval Operations of Israel, Admiral Zev
Almad, who has recently been interviewed about me, has strongly
supported me and said specifically that I was a strong friend of
Israel. Now the USO is closed, but the current then director of the
USO, a lady by the name of Gila Garrison, who lives in Haifa, said
I was a strong supporter and friend of Israel.

I think my record is pretty clear on my support of Israel, and I
would, of course, continue to support the President’s policies. I
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think he has been as strong a supporter of Israel as maybe any
President since 1948 when Harry Truman helped give birth to
Israel. This President has been there. As he said, I have Israel’s
back—$3.1 billion in assistance, almost $300 additional million out
of the Defense Department for Iron Dome, what we are doing with
David Sling Arrow. I am a strong supporter of all those programs
and will continue to support them.

Senator REED. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. Before I call on Senator McCain,
there is a quorum that is now present, and I now ask the com-
mittee to consider a list of 952 pending military nominations. They
have all been before the committee the required length of time.

Is there a motion to favorably report those nominations?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER. I so move.

Chairman LEVIN. Is there a second?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER. Second.

Chairman LEVIN. All in favor, say aye? [A chorus of ayes.]

Opposed, any? [No response.]

The motion carries. Thank you all very much.

[The list of nominations considered and approved by the com-
mittee follows:]

MILITARY NOMINATIONS PENDING WITH THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE
WHICH ARE PROPOSED FOR THE COMMITTEE’S CONSIDERATION ON JANUARY 31, 2013.

1. MG William H. Etter, ANG to be lieutenant general and Commander, First Air
Force (Air Force North) and Commander, Continental U.S. North American Aero-
space Defense Command Region (Reference No. 53)

2. MG Kenneth E. Tovo, USA to be lieutenant general and Commander, Combined
Security Transition Command-Afghanistan/Commander, North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization Training Mission-Afghanistan (Reference No. 59)

3. Col. Barbara R. Holcomb, USA to be brigadier general (Reference No. 62).

4. Col. Patrick D. Sargent, USA to be brigadier general (Reference No. 63).

5. In the Army there are two appointments to the grade of major general (list be-
gins with Brian C. Lein) (Reference No. 64).

6. In the Air Force there is one appointment to the grade of major (Kory D. Bing-
ham) (Reference No. 70).

7. In the Air Force Reserve there are three appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Michael A. Cooper) (Reference No. 71).

8. In the Air Force Reserve there are four appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Victor Douglas Brown) (Reference No. 72).

9. In the Air Force Reserve there are four appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Walter S. Adams) (Reference No. 73).

10. In the Air Force Reserve there are six appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with John J. Bartrum) (Reference No. 74).

11. In the Air Force Reserve there are eight appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Kimberly L. Barber) (Reference No. 75).

12. In the Air Force Reserve there are 11 appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Dina L. Bernstein) (Reference No. 76).

13. In the Air Force Reserve there are 12 appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Timothy Lee Brininger) (Reference No. 77).

14. In the Air Force Reserve there are 198 appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Francis Xavier Altieri) (Reference No. 78).

15. In the Army there is one appointment to the grade of lieutenant colonel (Jona-
than A. Foskey) (Reference No. 79).

16. In the Army Reserve there is one appointment to the grade of colonel (Marion
dJ. Parks) (Reference No. 80).

17. In the Army Reserve there is one appointment to the grade of colonel (Karen
A. Pike) (Reference No. 81).

18. In the Army there are two appointments to the grade of major (list begins
with Derek S. Reynolds) (Reference No. 82).

19. In the Army there are two appointments to the grade of major (list begins
with Edward A. Figueroa) (Reference No. 83).
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20. In the Army Reserve there are two appointments to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Jack C. Mason) (Reference No. 84).

21. In the Army Reserve there are 79 appointments to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Ruth E. Aponte) (Reference No. 85).

22. In the Army there are 88 appointments to the grade of major (list begins with
Leslie E. Akins) (Reference No. 86).

23. In the Army Reserve there are 217 appointments to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Timothy G. Abrell) (Reference No. 87).

24. In the Army Reserve there are 225 appointments to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Rafael E. Abreu) (Reference No. 88).

25. In the Marine Corps there is one appointment to the grade of major (Jackie
W. Morgan, Jr.) (Reference No. 91).

26. In the Marine Corps there is one appointment to the grade of lieutenant colo-
nel (Dana R. Fike) (Reference No. 92).

27. In the Marine Corps there is one appointment to the grade of lieutenant colo-
nel (Samuel W. Spencer III) (Reference No. 93).

28. In the Marine Corps there is one appointment to the grade of lieutenant colo-
nel (Larry Miyamoto) (Reference No. 94).

29. In the Marine Corps there are two appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel (list begins with George L. Roberts) (Reference No. 97).

30. In the Marine Corps there are two appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel (list begins with Richard D. Kohler) (Reference No. 98).

31. In the Marine Corps there are two appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with Eric T. Cline) (Reference No. 100).

32. In the Marine Corps there are two appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel (list begins with Jose L. Sada) (Reference No. 101).

33. In the Marine Corps there are three appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with Frederick L. Hunt) (Reference No. 102).

34. In the Marine Corps there are three appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with Todd E. Lotspeich) (Reference No. 103).

35. In the Marine Corps there are three appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel (list begins with Jason B. Davis) (Reference No. 104).

36. In the Marine Corps there are three appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel (list begins with Travis M. Fulton) (Reference No. 105).

37. In the Marine Corps there are four appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel (list begins with Bryan Delgado) (Reference No. 106).

38. In the Marine Corps there are two appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with David B. Blann) (Reference No. 107).

39. In the Marine Corps there are five appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with Michael Gasperini) (Reference No. 108).

40. In the Marine Corps there are six appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with Stephen R. Byrnes) (Reference No. 109).

41. In the Marine Corps there are seven appointments to the grade of major (list
begins with Peter K. Basabe, Jr.) (Reference No. 110).

42. In the Navy there is one appointment to the grade of commander (Harry E.
Hayes) (Reference No. 115).

43. In the Navy there is one appointment to the grade of lieutenant commander
(Shemeya L. Grant) (Reference No. 116).

44. In the Navy there are two appointments to the grade of commander and below
(list begins with Christopher J. Kaine) (Reference No. 117).

45. In the Navy there are 29 appointments to the grade of lieutenant commander
(list begins with Jeanine F. Benjamin) (Reference No. 118).

Total: 952.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator McCain.

Senator McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to see
an old friend here before the committee, and especially pleased to
see Senator Warner and Senator Nunn, two of the great members
of this committee, who have contributed so much to our Nation’s
defense.

Senator Hagel, members of this committee will raise questions
reflecting concerns with your policy positions. They are not reason-
able people disagreeing. They have fundamental disagreements.
Our concerns pertain to the quality of your professional judgment



52

and your world view on critical areas of national security, including
security in the Middle East.

With that in mind, let me begin with your opposition to the surge
in Iraq. In 2006, Republicans lost the election, and we began the
surge, and you wrote a piece in the Washington Post called “Leav-
ing Iraq Honorably”. In 2007, you said it is not in the national in-
terests to deepen its military involvement. In January 2007, in a
rather bizarre exchange with Secretary Rice in the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee after some nonsense about Syria and crossing
the border into Iran and Syria because of Syria, and a reference
to Cambodia in 1970, you said, “When you set in motion the kind
of policy the President is talking about here, it’s very, very dan-
gerous. Matter of fact, I have to say, Madam Secretary, I think the
speech given last night by this President represents the most dan-
gerous foreign policy blunder in this country since Vietnam. If it
is carried out, I will resist it.” Then of course you continued on and
on for months afterwards talking about what a disaster the surge
would be, even to the point where it was clear the surge was suc-
ceeding.

In March 2008, you said, “Here the term quagmire could apply.
Some reject that term, but if that is not a quagmire, then what 1s?”
Even as late as August 29, 2011, in an interview with the Finan-
cial Times, you said, “I disagreed with President Obama, his deci-
sion to surge in Afghanistan as I did with President Bush on the
surge in Iraq.”

Do you stand by those comments, Senator Hagel?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, I stand by them because I made them.

Senator McCAIN. Were you right? Were you correct in your as-
sessment?

Senator HAGEL. I would defer to the judgment of history to sup-
port that out.

Senator MCCAIN. The committee deserves your judgment as to
whether you were right or wrong about the surge.

Senator HAGEL. I will explain why I made those comments.

Senator McCAIN. I want to know if you were right or wrong.
That is a direct question. I expect a direct answer.

Senator HAGEL. The surge assisted in the objective. But if we re-
view the record a little bit——

Senator MCCAIN. Will you please answer the question? Were you
correct or incorrect when you said that “The surge would be the
most dangerous foreign policy blunder in this country since Viet-
nam.” Where you correct or incorrect, yes or no?

Senator HAGEL. My reference to the surge being the most dan-
gerous——

Senator MCCAIN. Are you going to answer the question, Senator
Hagel? The question is, were you right or wrong? That is a pretty
straightforward question. I would like an answer whether you were
right or wrong, and then you are free to elaborate.

Senator HAGEL. I am not going to give you a yes or no answer
on a lot of things today.

Senator MCCAIN. Let the record show that you refuse to answer
that question. Now, please go ahead.

Senator HAGEL. If you would like me to explain why——

Senator MCCAIN. I actually would like an answer, yes or no.
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Senator HAGEL. I am not going to give you a yes or no. I think
it is far more complicated that, as I have already said. My answer
is, I will defer that judgment to history.

As to the comment I made about the most dangerous foreign pol-
icy decision since Vietnam was about not just the surge, but the
overall war of choice going into Iraq. That particular decision that
was made on the surge, but more to the point, our war in Iraq, I
think was the most fundamental bad, dangerous decision since
Vietnam.

Aside from the cost that occurred in this country through blood
and treasure, aside what that did to take our focus off of Afghani-
stan, which, in fact, was the original and real focus of a national
threat to this country, Iraq was not. I always tried to frame all the
different issues before I made a decision on anything.

Now, just as you said, Senator, we can have differences of opin-
ion, but that is essentially why I took the position I did.

Senator MCCAIN. It is a fundamental difference of opinion, Sen-
ator Hagel. Senator Graham and I, and Senator Lieberman, when
there were 59 votes in the U.S. Senate, spent our time trying to
prevent that 60th. Thank God for Senator Lieberman. I think his-
tory has already made a judgment about the surge, sir, and you are
on the wrong side of it. Your refusal to answer whether you were
right or wrong about it is going to have an impact on my judgment
as to whether to vote for your confirmation or not. I hope you will
reconsider the fact that you refuse to answer a fundamental ques-
tion about an issue that took the lives of thousands of young Amer-
icans.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, there was more to it than flooding——

Senator MCCAIN. I am asking about the surge, Senator Hagel.

Senator HAGEL. I know you are, and I am trying to explain my
position. The beginning of the surge also factored in what General
Allen had put into place in Anbar Province, the Sunni Awakening.
We put over 100,000 young soldiers——

Senator MCCAIN. Senator Hagel, I am very well aware of the his-
tory of the surge and the Anbar Awakening, and I also am aware
that any casual observer will know that the surge was the funda-
mental factor, led by two great leaders, General Petraeus and Am-
bassador——

Senator HAGEL. Well, I do not know if that would have been re-
quired and cost us over 1,000 American lives and thousands of
wounded.

Senator MCCAIN. So you do not know if the surge would have
been required. Okay.

Senator Hagel, let me go to Syria now. More than 60,000 people
have been killed in Syria. Do you believe that we should be more
engaged in Syria?

Senator HAGEL. I know this administration is very engaged in
working with its partners.

Senator MCCAIN. So you do not think we should do more?

Senator HAGEL. When you say “do more,” do you mean

Senator MCCAIN. Do you think we should make sure that the
Syrians get the weapons they need, and perhaps establish a no fly
zone? Do you think we do?
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Senator HAGEL. I believe that part of our review is looking at
those options.

Senator MCCAIN. It has been 22 months, Senator Hagel.

Senator HAGEL. I was not there. I do not know the details. I am
not there now.

Senator MCCAIN. I am sure you have read in the newspapers
that 60,000 people have been killed, and that it is in danger of
spilling over into neighboring countries. My question, I guess, is
how many more would have to die before you would support arm-
ing the resistance and establishing a no fly zone?

Senator HAGEL. I do not think anyone questions the terrible trag-
edy that is occurring there every day. It is a matter of how best
do we work our way through this so that we can stop it to begin
with, and then what comes next. I think the President.

Senator MCCAIN. Did you disagree with President Obama on his
decision for the surge in Afghanistan?

Senator HAGEL. I did not think we should get ourselves into—
first of all, I had no regional position as far as no formal position.
But I did not think we were——

Senator McCAIN. But you were reported on August 29, 2011 say-
ing, “I disagreed with President Obama and his decision to surge
in Afghanistan.”

Senator HAGEL. That was my personal opinion, yes.

Senator McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain.

Senator Nelson.

Senator NELSON. Since the issue of Iraq has come up here, I just
want to state for the record and lay the predicate that this Senator
was one of many that voted for the authorization to go into Iragq,
and as it turns out, the lessons of history, we were given incorrect
information as a justification for going into Iraq.

We were told by the Secretary of Defense, by the Secretary of
State, by the National Security advisor, and the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) that there were weapons of mass
destruction in Iraq. So for a lot of the decisions that were made at
the outset, they were decisions that were informed with incorrect
information. As the committee is judging Senator Hagel on that de-
cision as well as others, I want to tell the committee what was this
experience of this Senator.

Now, what I would like to do with my time here is that since
there are a few of this in this room that served in the military dur-
ing the Vietnam era, and you clearly had that experience in com-
bat, Senator Hagel, I would—and by the way, a lot of people do not
know anything about Vietnam, and do not know how difficult it
was, as Senator Warner has so eloquently stated in his comments,
how the Nation was divided.

But I would like for you, as the committee is getting to know
you, to know something about your service in Vietnam, and your
combat experience. Were you wounded, Senator Hagel?

Senator HAGEL. Senator Nelson, thank you. If I may, and if I
read into your question some latitude in answering, I would re-
spond this way. I think my time is better served to maybe talk
about more of the specific things, like Senator McCain asked me
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about and some others. Maybe weave some of my experience as to
how it formed my judgment, rather than going through a 12-month
journal of my time in the jungles when my brother, Tom, and I
were both wounded twice together.

When Tom and I served there, 1968 was the worst year we had.
Those who may not recall that year, we sent over 16,000 dead
Americans home. Now, that is unfathomable in the world that we
live in today, 16,000 dead Americans. I saw that from the bottom.

I think Chairman Levin, in an accurate and appropriate quote
about what I said, in his introductory statements about what
formed me, and it directly goes to Senator McCain’s question about
the surge. Just as I said in my statement, I had one fundamental
question that I asked myself on every vote I took, every decision
I made. Was the policy worthy of the men and women that we were
sending into battle and surely to their deaths? In many cases, un-
fortunately tens of thousands of cases that we are living with,
these poor families are living with, wounded, the results, the con-
sequences.

I know it is easy here—it is anywhere—if you do not have a con-
nection to some of this to see these things a little differently. It
does not mean I am any better, Senator. It does not mean I am any
smarter. It does not mean I am any more appreciative of the serv-
ice of our country. That is not it. I saw it from the bottom. I saw
what happens. I saw the consequences and the suffering when we
are at war.

So I did question a surge. It was not an aberration to me ever.
I always ask the question, is this going to be worth the sacrifice,
because there will be sacrifice. In the surge case in Iraq, we lost
almost 1,200 dead Americans during that surge and thousands of
wounded. Now, was it required? Was it necessary? Senator McCain
has his opinion on that shared by others. I am not sure. I am not
that certain that it was required. Now it does not mean I am right.
It does not mean I did not make wrong votes. But that is what
guides me.

You asked me the question about my time in Vietnam and was
I wounded. I was a very insignificant part of this. We were just
doing our job, Senator, as every military person knows that. Some
of this committee has rather distinguished members who served,
starting with Senator McCain, and the sacrifices he has made to
this country.

But it does condition you. I am not shaped, framed, molded, con-
sumed by that experience. Of course not. But it is part of me. I
tried to explain that in my opening statement. We are all shaped
by those experiences. I hope that experience that I have had is for
the better. I hope if I have the privilege of serving as Secretary of
Defense it will put someone in charge at the Pentagon—not ques-
tioning past Secretaries of Defense; I can only speak for myself—
who understands the realities of consequences of war. It does not
mean I am better, but that is who I am. I do not walk away from
that. I acknowledge that. But it does not consume me, Senator.

I do not see the lens of every world event and whether we should
use American power through the lens of Vietnam. That is part of
me. It is part of that lens. I think that is for the better. I think
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we need to be cautious with our power. I think we need to be wise
with our power.

We have great power. We have awesome power. No nation in the
world is even in our league. We have done so much good with that
power. I do not think there is a nation in the history of man who
has ever been as judicious and careful with its power as we have.
I want to make sure we continue to do that, as you all do.

We will have differences, Senator, on policies, but all I can do is
my best based on my own experiences. As I also said in my state-
ment, reaching out, listening, learning, never knowing enough, un-
derstand circumstances change.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

Senator Sessions.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you. Senator Hagel, it is great to have
you with us and to have this hearing and an opportunity to discuss
important issues. I admire your service to your country, and your
combat experience is something we all honor and respect.

I have been for the most part chairman, ranking member, or
member of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee of this Senate
Armed Services Committee for the time I have been in the Senate.
We came into the Senate together. So I have had some experience
and knowledge about the great debates involving nuclear weapons
and national security. I believe the Secretary of Defense should be
the core, the rock-solid person, for defense of America. I believe he
should project an image of solidity and steadfastness that the
whole world and American people can depend on.

I am more than a little troubled by the report that you partici-
pated in—the Global Zero report that calls for the total elimination
of nuclear weapons, and clearly suggests that is an achievable goal
in a realistic period of time, although certainly not immediately.
Your report writers defend you. They have issued an article defend-
ing you and the report that was just issued last year. They protest
mightily and say that, “Chuck Hagel and Global Zero’s views on
nuclear weapons are in the national security interests and squarely
in the mainstream.”

Indeed, your defendants insist you are in the mainstream be-
cause your position is that of President Obama’s, and dramatically
they assert you are out of the mainstream if you believe otherwise.

So your report explicitly calls for, “an urgent and trans-
formational change in the U.S. nuclear force structure, strategy,
and posture”. I think it is a rather exceedingly dramatic report
frankly.

Now, specifically as to the historic nuclear force triad that has
been the bedrock of our defense policy for half a century, your re-
port calls for bilaterally or unilaterally totally eliminating the
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) triad leg. In fact, the re-
port refers to itself as a dyad instead of a triad report. You propose
eliminating the 76 nuclear B-52 bombers entirely, leaving only 18
B-2 bombers, reducing nuclear submarines from 14 to 10.

Further, the committee report that you were one of the five mem-
bers that produced it, you favor eliminating all tactical nuclear
weapons, de-alerting all weapons, and according to the report as I
read it, that would mean it would take from 1 to 3 days to place
a weapon on alert. I certainly agree that that would be a trans-
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formational change in our nuclear force structure, strategy, and
posture. I think it is a big historic thing.

Now, General Kehler, the present Commander of the U.S. Stra-
tegic Command (STRATCOM) and Secretary of Air Force Mike
Donley do not agree with the recommendations in this report, peo-
ple you will supervise. General Kehler told the press on August 8,
2012, “I do not support the former vice chairman,” and that is Gen-
eral Cartwright. “I do not think that we are in a place he suggests
now, nor do I see that particular place any time soon.” So you will
be supervising him.

Would you share with us where you are today on that issue? Do
you support the view of General Kehler, or do you support the view
of the commission report that you signed?

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Senator. Let me first correct some of
your interpretation of what the Global Zero report was, and is, and
what it actually said.

First, it did not propose or call for anything. It was, in fact—the
word specifically used at the front end of that report was “illus-
trative,” proposing nothing, but laying out different scenarios, and
possibilities, and schedules. But here is the key part of all this, and
by the way, this was summarized in a letter to President Obama
in 2009. Bilateral, never unilateral. Nothing was ever suggested on
a unilateral basis to take down our arsenal. Negotiated, verifiable.
These are all terms that were in the report.

As Senator Nunn said in his opening statement, and I have al-
luded generally to this, the mainstream thinking of most Presi-
dents we have had the last 65 years, and I go back to Ronald Rea-
gan’s comments as Senator Nunn quoted, was reduction of nuclear
weapons for the obvious reasons. That is why we have engaged in
treaties to reduce nuclear weapons. Those were not unilateral ar-
rangements, those were bilateral arrangements.

The United States and the Russians have about 90 percent of the
nuclear in the world today. Now there are others who have them.
There are nine nuclear powers, dangerous. Obviously the so-called
loose nukes or non-state actors, terrorist groups getting a hold of
these are threats.

Senator SESSIONS. But, Senator Hagel, I think:

Senator HAGEL. I just want to make sure that is clear.

Senator SESSIONS. I know, but it is not clear in your report. The
report says on page 1, “These steps could be taken with Russia in
unison through reciprocal presidential directives, negotiated in an-
other round of bilateral arms reductions, or in implemented unilat-
eral.” A little further on

Senator HAGEL. Well, that is not proposing.

Senator SESSIONS.—it says it two more times in this report that
these ideas could be a—Iless good approach would be to adopt this
agenda unilaterally. It suggests that it should be adopted. That
would not be as good, but you would do so. There is another ref-
erence to that, and it does call for these reductions. In your conclu-
sion, you say, “The United States should seek to achieve such re-
ductions in 10 years and plan to base its arsenal on a dyad of nu-
clear delivery vehicles.”

You go on to say, “Trident missile submarines—the optimal mix
would consist of 10 Trident submarines and 18 B—2 bombers, the
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normal conditions it would have for the warhead stockpile would
be deployed on these carriers. The other half would be kept in re-
serve. All land-based intercontinental missiles armed with nuclear
payloads would be retired, along with carriers of non-strategic nu-
clear warheads, all of which would be eliminated. That is the tac-
tical nuclear weapons, all of which would be eliminated from the
stockpile. B-52 bombers would be completely dismantled or con-
verted to carry only conventional weapons.”

I do not believe that is consistent with the policy of the country
as a whole. I supported legislation to create a bipartisan commis-
sion several years ago to help us—Senator Levin and others sup-
ported that. The House supported it, and it passed—to help us de-
termine how much further we can continue to draw down our nu-
clear weapons. It was chaired by William Perry, the Secretary of
Defense under Carter, James Schlesinger, who served in the Carter
and Nixon cabinets. It had John Glenn on it, Martin Halperin, Lee
Hamilton, James Woolsey, Keith Paine, and others. They had ac-
cess to the Defense Department secret documents and information,
and they came out with quite a different view.

Let me just point out some of the things that they came up with.
They said maintain the triad. They said maintain tactical nuclear
weapons. They recommended no change in the alert statute, and,
in fact, the Defense Department’s nuclear posture review under
President Obama and Secretary Gates, explicitly found the alert
status should not be altered in their review of nuclear weapons.
They fundamentally found a need for nuclear weapons. That is the
point. Your commission basically said that it undermines the re-
quest for nuclear weapons.

I will give you a chance to respond. On Global Zero, they sort of
I think foresaw this argument. Before your report was issued, they
said this, “The conditions that might make possible the global
elimination of nuclear weapons are not present today, and their
creation would require a fundamental transformation of the world
political order.”

That is a very strong statement, and I think it was aimed at this
idea that is practical and realistic for us to expect that the world
is going to move to zero nuclear weapons.

So first, I want to ask you one question that you told me in our
meeting that I appreciated. President Obama stated when we did
the New START treaty discussion, vote, and debate, “I intend to
modernize or replace the triad of strategy nuclear systems, a heavy
bomber, and air launch cruise missile, and ICBM, and nuclear-pow-
ered ballistic missile submarine.”

He committed to, “accelerate the design of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility and the Ura-
nium Processing Facility”—those are the two buildings where our
modernizations would take place—“and request full funding for
those projects”.

First, let me ask you, would you support that vision and commit-
ment the President made?

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely I do, and——

Senator SESSIONS. Then you are free to respond to what I was
saying. But I really do feel that—I am uneasy about this vision ex-
pressed in that committee report of yours.
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Senator HAGEL. Let me just briefly come back to what you said,
Senator, and I appreciate you giving me a chance to respond.

First, my record has always been very clear, everything I have
voted on in my career in the Senate and wherever I have been. A
strong, agile, safe, secure, effective, nuclear arsenal for the United
States is not debatable. I voted that way. I believe that. You know
that the home of STRATCOM is now in Senator Fischer’s State,
which used to be the State I represented or I used to be in that
State as a Senator. It has not changed.

I know a little something about it, not as much as you and others
on the committee, but I have been to that facility many times. I
know General Kehler very well, know all the STRATCOM com-
manders very well. You know what the motto of STRATCOM is. It
is a pretty significant motto. “Peace is our business.”

What has kept the peace, as I noted in my opening statement as
much as anything else in the world since World War II, is that nu-
clear deterrent. This prospective, Secretary of Defense, would never
do anything or in any way take any action that would minimize,
or harm, or downgrade that reality. But again, I go back to—not
to get caught up in this report. This report was about illustrative
possibilities, what and how could things be done. Always bilateral.
Always verifiable. Always negotiable, just as we have always done
in our treaties.

I will stop there. That is the commitment I make to you. I made
it to the President. My record is clear on that.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. I think we have to move on.

Senator SESSIONS. Just thank you. I would just say the vision
stated in your Global Zero report, I believe, is likely to create insta-
bility rather than confidence and stability, create uncertainty in
the world among our allies and our potential adversaries. I do not
believe it would meet the goal that you said not to weaken our abil-
ity.

So I am troubled that—I feel—I appreciate your comments today,
but I am troubled by the language in that report.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Sessions.

Senator McCaskill.

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In the 6 years
I have served on this committee, I have served under Senator War-
ner as a ranking Republican member, and Senator McCain as a
ranking Republican member. I have to tell you that there has
never been a time that I did not sense that we all agreed that our
work on behalf of our Nation in terms of protecting our country and
defending our country, that it was a bipartisan effort.

I believe very strongly that this committee needs to be bipar-
tisan. I hope that the new ranking member holds the same regard
for that as Senator McCain and Senator Warner did, because at all
times I felt that they were respectful and were willing to listen to
our disagreements. I am hopeful that will continue, and I will be
optimistic that it will.

I am going to ask a series of questions, and then at the end of
them, if you need more time, just say so.

Do you believe that all options should be on the table when we
confront Iran?

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely.
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Senator MCCASKILL. Do you believe Iran is currently a state
sponsor of terrorism and provides material support to Hezbollah
and to Hamas?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, and I am on the record a number of times
saying that.

Senator MCCASKILL. Do you support sanctions against Iran?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator MCCASKILL. Do you believe that the United States
should unilaterally eliminate its nuclear arsenal?

Senator HAGEL. No.

Senator MCCASKILL. Do you agree with four national security
leaders, including Henry Kissinger, Sam Nunn, William Perry, and
George Schultz, President Reagan’s Secretary of State, when they
said, “The four of us have come together in a nonpartisan effort,
deeply committed to building support for a global effort to reduce
reliance on nuclear weapons, to prevent their spread into poten-
tially dangerous hands, and to ultimately to end them as a threat
to the world. We remain committed to working towards this vision
and advancing the steps essential to achieve this goal.” Do you
agree with those four bipartisan national leaders in the area of na-
tional security and foreign policy?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator McCASKILL. I wanted to take a few minutes to talk
about some of the things we talked about in my office, and some
people on the committee are going, oh, here she goes on con-
tracting, but the auditability of the Defense Department.

I know you stated in some of the advance policy questions that
you want to hold people accountable on auditability. I do not think
most Americans realize that as we face shrinking budgets and as
we want to secure the preeminence of our military, and not hollow
out the spending at the Defense Department, that auditability is
a crucial ingredient to us being able to figure out whether all the
money that is being spent there is being spent like Americans
would want it to be spent.

Can you reassure me that auditability, as prescribed by law,
coming through this committee, that it needs to happen no later
than 2017? Can you make a commitment to me today on the record
that will be a priority of yours, making sure as, Secretary Panetta
did and Secretary Gates before him, that auditability will be an es-
sential priority of your time as Secretary of Defense?

Senator HAGEL. As I told you, Senator, I will. I make that com-
mitment to this committee.

Senator MCCASKILL. Then turning to contracting, I have yet to
have provided to me, other than raw numbers that we spent, any
data that would indicate that major infrastructure rebuilding as
part of a counterinsurgency strategy works.

There are many things that work in a counterinsurgency strat-
egy, and one of them, as it was originally posed to me back some
6 years ago on this committee by General Petraeus, was that the
Commander’s Emergency Response Program (CERP) funds, that
walking around money to fix plate glass windows in neighborhoods,
that that was an essential part of the counterinsurgency (COIN)
strategy.
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That morphed into our military building major infrastructure
projects without really any data ever to indicate that the billions
of dollars that we were spending was, in fact, advancing our mili-
tary mission.

In addition to that, it is clear if you want to look at Iraq and the
failures that Iraq represents in some ways, one of the failures is
the crumbling investments that this country made in Iraq: the
health centers that never opened, the water parks that sit crum-
bling, the power facilities that were blown up before they even had
an opportunity to operate. I can go down billions of dollars of waste
because we didn’t do the analysis on sustainability after we left.

I am convinced that we have made the same mistakes in Afghan-
istan. I would like your response to this issue of major infrastruc-
ture building while we are in a conflict being conducted by our
military, not by the U.S. Agency for International Development, not
by the State Department, and whether or not you would make a
commitment to come back to this committee with a report ana-
lyzing whether or not there is data to support that aspect of the
COIN strategy.

Senator HAGEL. I will make that commitment, and it is part of
the larger series of questions and factors always involved when a
nation gets clearly committed, as we were, and still are, in Afghan-
istan, and were in Iraq for 8 years. When you are at war, the high-
est first priority is to take care of your people. As a result of that,
all the rest of the normal latitude, and guidance, theory, and pol-
icy, is secondary.

I think in both of those wars, because we got ourselves in so deep
with so many people, and the welfare of our men and women was
paramount, we tried a lot of things. We had never been this way
before. We had never seen anything quite like these two situations.
As a result, our Special Inspectors General have come up with bil-
lions and billions and billions of dollars that are unaccounted for,
corruption, fraud, waste, abuse. It really is quite astounding. But
when you think about the universe of money that went into both
those wars, no one should be surprised.

Now, how do we fix it? What do we do? To your point, how do
we learn? How do we learn from this? We need to learn from this.
It was not the fault of the military. The military was asked to do
everything. We overloaded the circuits of our military. We said, you
do it. You have the money. You have the structure. You have the
organization. You have the people. Now go do it.

We put these people—these young captains—you talked about
CERP funds—in very difficult spots. These young captains were
given $100,000 in cash, essentially walking around money to take
care of tribal chiefs and so on and so on. It wasn’t their fault. They
were told to do this. This is what was part of the strategy.

I do not question necessarily any particular strategy or part of
it, but I do think it is part of the whole that you are talking about.
If I am confirmed and go over there, I will take a look at this, and
we will go deeper and wider into this because we owe it to our peo-
ple. We owe it to the people of this country who pay the bills. For
the future, what did we learn for future challenges?

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCaskill.
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Senator Chambliss.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Chuck, again, con-
gratulations on your nomination. As we talked the other day, you
and I have been good friends since I came to the Senate in 2002,
sat next to each other for 6 years on the Intel Committee, and dur-
ing that process you cast some votes that I questioned. But we
were always able to dialogue, and it never impacted our friendship,
and I am very appreciative of that.

You also were introduced by two of my dearest friends, Senator
Nunn and Senator Warner, which certainly is a credit to you.

I want to drill down, Chuck, on the issue that I think is going
to be very much at the forefront—probably the number one issue
you are going to have to deal with, assuming that you are con-
firmed, and that is the issue of our relationship with Iran and
where we go in the future, short term as well as long term.

Now, you wrote in your book, “We blundered into Iraq because
of flawed intelligence, flawed assumptions, flawed judgments, and
ideologically driven motives. We must not repeat these errors with
Iran, and the best way to avoid them is to maintain an effective
dialogue.” You then go on to advocate again, “for a direct and stra-
tegic diplomatic initiative”.

Now, I heard you in your opening comments say that your posi-
tion on Iran is prevention, not containment, when it comes to their
nuclear weaponization. I want you to expand on that, and I want
to go back to Senator Inhofe and Senator Reed’s question or com-
ment relative to why you did not vote to designate the Iranian Rev-
olutionary Guard Council as a terrorist organization.

Iran is the number one terrorist sponsoring state in the world.
I do not think there is any disagreement about that. I want you
to expand on your position on a nuclear weaponized Iran, and talk
about red lines. If your position is truly prevention and not contain-
ment, Chuck, what is the red line? What is the point? We know
there are some things happening over there right now that are
very serious. So how far do we go?

Do you still advocate direct negotiations with Iran as you said
and you made clear that all options are on the table, and you stat-
ed again that military options is one of those. If you will, talk
about direct negotiation. We have never negotiated with a terrorist
state. Why do you feel like that we ought to dialogue with them,
even on this issue today?

Lastly, what alterations, if any, do you think are necessary to
our military force posture in the Gulf region to deter Iranian re-
gional ambitions and support international diplomatic efforts to
stop Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons capability? That is a
broad statement on my part, broad question, but this is the issue
from a national security standpoint, Chuck, and I would like you
to be pretty specific.

Senator HAGEL. Let us start with the specific question on a vote
regarding designating the Revolutionary Guard as a terrorist orga-
nization. You recall because you were there, there were 22 Sen-
ators who voted against that. The effort against it, the main point
made on the floor of the Senate came from Senator Jim Webb. His
point was we have never, ever designated a part of a legitimate
government, a state—and when I say “legitimate,” it does not mean
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we agree with Iran, but it is a member of the United Nations. Al-
most all of our allies have embassies in Iran. So that is why I note
an elected legitimate government, whether we agree or not.

But we have never made any part of a legitimate independent
government designated them or made them part of a terrorist orga-
nization. We have just never done that. So you say, well, so what?
What is the big problem? The problem was, at least 22 of us be-
lieved—they were both Republicans and Democrats, by the way, in
that vote, but it was Jim Webb who was on the floor most of the
time on it—said that if you do that, that is tantamount to giving
the President of the United States authority to use military force
against Iran without having to come back to get a resolution from,
or partner with, or cooperate with, the Congress of the United
States. Essentially if we vote for this, we are giving a President,
iIﬁ a sense, that authority. Now, you can agree or disagree with
that.

But I listened to that debate, and there was some pretty thought-
ful debate. That debate I thought was pretty powerful with me. We
were already in two wars at the time, and I thought that this made
sense, and so I voted against it. That is why I voted against that.
You might also remember that almost Secretary of State Kerry
voted against it. Then Senator Obama, he gave speeches against it.
He did not vote that day. Vice President Biden voted against it.
Dick Lugar voted against it. There were some other Republicans.

As to the Iranian red line, Persian Gulf, some of the Iranian
questions you asked. I support the President’s strong position on
containment as I have said, and I will speak more specifically to
a couple of the examples you used from my book. But his position
I think is right.

When you asked the question about red line, I think the Presi-
dent has gone as far as he should go publicly on that. He said
clearly that in his words, he has Israel’s back. He said that his pol-
icy is not to allow the Iranians to get a nuclear weapon.

What constitutes when action would be taken? I think that is al-
ways something that should not be discussed publicly or debated
publicly or out in the public domain.

Your quotations from my book, which you acknowledge as well
that I always said the military option should be on the table, and
I had said that consistently as well as engaging with Iran. I have
always thought it is far smarter to approach these very serious
threats, including Iran, probably as significant a threat as we have
out there today, although North Korea is beyond a threat. It is a
real nuclear power and quite unpredictable. I think Pakistan is an-
other very complicated reality.

But staying on Iran, I think we are far smarter to do what the
President has been doing, which I laid out, by the way, in my book.
I have a chapter on Iran. I have two chapters on Iraq. I have a
chapter on the Middle East. Getting the world community behind
us with these U.N. sanctions through the Security Council of the
United Nations. These are tough sanctions. They are having a tre-
mendous impact, you know that, on Iran.

If, in fact, the military option is the only one required, I think
we are always on higher ground in every way, international law,
domestic law, people of the world, people of the region to be with
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us on this if we have tried and if we have gone through every pos-
sibility to resolve this in a responsible, peaceful way rather than
going to war.

Everything I said in my book was about that. I do not have a
problem with engaging. I think great powers engage. I think en-
gagement is clearly in our interests. That is not negotiation. En-
gagement is not appeasement. Engagement is not surrender. I
think if the time is right, the climate is right, the dynamics are
right, we should find ways, if we can find ways. We cannot force
it. But I think we are always smarter and wiser to take that ap-
proach initially.

Posture in the Persian Gulf. Senator, our Fifth Fleet is located
in the Persian Gulf in Bahrain. As you also know, we have a couple
of carrier battle groups in that area. Our military posture there is
very strong. It is very ready. It is very capable. These are contin-
gencies and options that the Secretary of Defense, working with
these Service Chiefs and their combatant commanders, always
have to give in the present and make sure that we are prepared.

Let me stop there, I may have missed some of the specific things
that you wanted to discuss.

Senator CHAMBLISS. I am understanding you to say that you are
noth rgady to discuss red lines in a specific way. Am I hearing that
right?

Senator HAGEL. I do not think that is my role now to start with.
I am not the Secretary of Defense. But I think the President is
wise in his course of action in not discussing that publicly. I think
it is a far smarter way to handle it, and I think he has said what
he needs to say. I think it has been understood in Iran. I think the
world understands his position.

By the way, I have just been handed a note that I misspoke and
said I supported the President’s position on containment. If I said
that, I meant to say that obviously his position on containment, we
do not have a position on containment. I recognize that I have had
more attention paid to my words the last 8 weeks that I ever
thought possible, so I do not take any chances. Thank you.

Senator CHAMBLISS. I think I understood you correct on contain-
ment and prevention.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Just to make sure your correction is clear, we
do have a position on containment, which is that we do not favor
containment.

Senator HAGEL. We do not favor containment. That is the Presi-
dent’s position, and that was my position.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. I just want to clarify the record.

Senator HAGEL. If you need further clarification, that is why I
am here.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss.

Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Sen-
ator Hagel.

Senator HAGEL. Senator.

Senator UDALL. Thank you for your service. Thank you for your
willingness to once again heed the call and lead DOD.
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We had a great private meeting with you last week. We covered
many of the threats and challenges that our country faces: shrink-
ing budgets, strategic national security shifts, and ensuring, as you
have underlined over and over again already this morning, that we
continue to provide fair and equal opportunities for all of our
servicemembers and their families.

Again, I want to tell you I appreciate that opportunity. I am
going to take you up on your offer, if you are confirmed, to continue
sitting down with you as a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee.

I know this issue has already been addressed, but I want to
make sure that I am on the record as raising my concerns, and I
want, as I think this committee should, to give you every oppor-
tunity to clarify and underline your point of view.

When we met privately, you emphasized your determination to
keep all options on the table with regard to Iran, including a mili-
tary strike, if Iran continues to pursue a nuclear program in defi-
ance of this international obligation.

We also discussed your longstanding support of Israel and our
longstanding relationship. But you have critics out there—I do not
have to tell you that—who maintain that your record on Iran is in
question, and that you are anti-Israel. These are serious charges.

So let me direct some questions your way. Why should Ameri-
cans trust that you will consider every option when it comes to one
of the I?nOSt serious national security threats facing us today, which
is Iran?

Senator HAGEL. First, thank you for an opportunity to clarify
these issues. My record has been very clear on Iran. Senator Cham-
bliss noted from my 2008 book and my chapter, specifically noting
that I said the military option must remain on the table. I said
that as recently in an op-ed that I co-authored last year in the
Washington Post with two former U.S. Central Command
(CENTCOM) commanders.

We talked about Iran, and one of the very specific points we
bring out in that op-ed was the military option must remain on the
table along with all the other areas of effort, expertise, diplomacy,
economics, and sanctions, the President is using, which I have al-
ready said I support.

My record is rather thorough on this, and I would continue to
support that position, and I strongly support the President’s posi-
tion.

Senator UDALL. Senator, talk about your view on Israel, our rela-
tionship with Israel, how can we continue to have a special alliance
with a country with whom we share more than an economic or po-
litical philosophy, but with a broader or moral connection that we
have to Israel?

Senator HAGEL. I have said many times, just as I have said re-
garding the military option on Iran many times, in my book,
speeches on the floor, interviews I have given, I am a strong sup-
porter of Israel. I have been. I will continue to be. I have also said
specifically, and I believe this is in my book, that we have a special
relationship with Israel.

Again, my record is pretty clear. I voted in 12 years in the U.S.
Senate for every authorization, every appropriation that I had an
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opportunity to vote on for Israel. I have been to Israel many times.
I have met with their leaders many times.

So again, if you look at my record, I think my record is pretty
clear in my strong support for Israel.

Senator UDALL. Senator, I heard you say when you discussed
your vote against the resolution applying to the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard, that in the end you were protecting Congress’ pre-
rogative when it comes to declaring war. Is that correct?

Senator HAGEL. That is exactly right. That is exactly what I was
saying, and I did not say it, I guess, that way. But that was the
point. Again, I say, like I have in answering some of the other
questions, it was not a question of the objective. I shared the objec-
tive, and I suspect all 22 members in the Senate who voted against
that resolution supported the objective. But as Jim Webb made the
case I think pretty effectively, and Senator Webb was an individual
who had rather considerable experience in this business. He had
been Secretary of Navy under Ronald Reagan. He had been Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense under Ronald Reagan. One of the most
decorated veterans of Vietnam, U.S. Senator, celebrated author,
lawyer. I thought he made a pretty strong, persuasive case. So did
many of us.

Senator UDALL. Let us turn to cyber security. I was pleased that
you mentioned cyber security early in your initial remarks. The
Pentagon’s move to significantly expand its cyber security assets
and knowledge. I have to talk about Colorado since I represent Col-
orado. The Air Force Academy is well positioned to train those new
cyber security experts. We are also the home of Space Command
and U.S. Northern Command.

Would you talk a little bit more about your take on cyber secu-
rity, what we ought to be doing, what sorts of resources we need?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, you may know that I have been to those
facilities in Colorado a few times, and I do not know as much about
them as you do. But I am pretty familiar with them. They are es-
sential to our national security.

Cyber, I believe, represents as big a threat to the security of this
country as any one specific threat for all the reasons this com-
mittee understands. It is an insidious, quiet kind of a threat that
we have never quite seen before. It can paralyze a nation in a sec-
ond, not just a power grid or a banking system, but it can knock
out satellites. It can take down computers on all of our carrier bat-
tleships. It can do tremendous damage to our national security ap-
paratus.

That is the larger threat. But when you start defining it down,
this body, I know. I watched it, went through a pretty agonizing
3 months at the end of 2012 trying to find a bill that they could
agree on cyber. I know, I believe, Congress will come back at it in
this new Congress. I think you must, and you know that.

Because we have different intergovernmental authorizations
here—Department of Homeland Security, DOD—where is the ca-
pacity? Where are the budgets? Where are the authorities? This is
law enforcement. This is privacy, business, a lot of complications
that we have really never, ever had to face before on other national
defense threats to this country.
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So cyber will be an area that we will continue to focus on. We
must. It is an area that I will put high priority on if I am con-
firmed to be Secretary of Defense.

Senator UDALL. Senator, in the 2013 National Defense Author-
ization Act (NDAA), there is a provision that compels the military
to accommodate the conscience moral principles or religious beliefs
of all members of the Armed Forces. It does sound reasonable on
the surface, but I am especially concerned that this could lead to
misguided claims of a right to discriminate against lesbian, gay,
and bisexual servicemembers, women, or persons with certain reli-
gious beliefs.

The President has said—I want to quote him—that DOD will,
“not permit or condone discriminatory actions that compromise
good order and discipline or otherwise violate military codes of con-
duct”.

Will you ensure that DOD, in accommodating religious beliefs or
matters of conscience, does not tolerate discrimination or harm to
others?

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely. I will faithfully, diligently enforce
our laws. All men and women deserve the same rights, and I can
assure you that will be a high priority, to enforce that and ensure
that in every way through the entire line of chain of command and
accountability.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Senator Hagel. I look forward to the
second round of questions.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator UDALL. I think it is now afternoon, so good afternoon to
you, and thank you for being here.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Udall.

Senator Wicker.

Senator WICKER. Let me just follow up on that. Does that mean,
though, a chaplain would have to perform a same-sex marriage, in
your view, if he objected based on conscience?

Senator HAGEL. I think the Pentagon regulations show, Senator,
that same-sex marriage is legal in the nine States.

Senator WICKER. No, would a chaplain be able to bow out of that
procedure based on conscience?

Senator HAGEL. Certainly.

Senator WICKER. Okay.

Senator HAGEL. But what we do not want, Senator Udall’s point
is someone to be denied to be married in a chapel or a facility and
so on, but certainly a matter of conscience, yes. What I am talking
about is a strict interpretation of defending the law, which defends
rights.

Senator WICKER. Thank you very much for clarifying that, and
thank you for calling on me early on. We had our conversation on
January 8, and I appreciated that opportunity.

You just said that your statements over time have gotten a lot
more attention than you ever dreamed possible. I hope you agree
that is entirely appropriate in this context.

Chairman Levin mentioned in his opening statement that in
speaking your mind, you said terrible things that caused him con-
cern. He asked you about that. Senator Inhofe mentioned several
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of your statements involved what some people feel are policy rever-
sals based on expediency, and so those are concerns.

You and I talked about two of these topics during our conversa-
tion, and one of them was with regard to sanctions against Iran.
You told me in our conversation that you opposed unilateral sanc-
tions because they do not work and they isolate the United States.
Indeed you had made that statement to the Omaha paper just the
day before. “I have not supported unilateral sanctions because
when it is us alone, they do not work and they just isolate the
United States,” in the Omaha paper.

I will have to say that statement seems to be in direct contradic-
tion to your letter to Senator Boxer 1 week later when you told her,
“I agree that with Iran’s continued rejection of diplomatic over-
tures, further effective sanctions, both multilateral and unilateral,
may be necessary.”

Now, a week before that you said that you have opposed them
because they do not work. Senator Levin mentioned in his state-
ment he disagrees that. He believes they do work. You gave him
an answer to that statement, and we have it on the record. But let
me just suggest to you, Senator, that if words have meaning, there
is no two ways about it. The statement that you gave in the Omaha
paper and that you gave to me the following day is substantially
and substantively different from what you wrote to Senator Boxer
a week later.

The Office of Secretary of Defense is one of the most powerful po-
sitions in the country, and arguably in the world. This official, who-
ever he or she is, must lead with clarity and precision, and people
around the world need to rely on the clear meaning of the words
of the Secretary of Defense.

Now, the other thing we discussed that gave me concern during
our conversation on January 8 was your statement about the Jew-
ish lobby. You told me that you have had apologized for using that
terminology, and you retracted the use of the term “Jewish lobby”.
What you said was the Jewish lobby intimidates a lot of people up
here. This was in an interview that you gave to Aaron David Mil-
ler. You said, “I’'ve always argued against some of the dumb things
they do because I don’t think it’s in the interest of Israel.”

Here is my problem with your position at this point. You have
corrected the term “Jewish lobby,” and I assume now the correct
term would be “Israel lobby” or “Israeli lobby”. Do you still stand
by your statement that they succeed in this town because of intimi-
dation? That it amounts to causing us to do dumb things, because
I want to say this, Senator. You are here today as the potential
Secretary of Defense, and it would seem to me that however you
characterize them, you have suggested that there is an effective
lobby out there, whether you call them the Jewish lobby, the Israeli
lobby, or the Israel lobby, and that they succeed in doing dumb
things through intimidation, and that U.S. policy has been the
wrong approach because the intimidation has worked.

So when you talked about the Jewish lobby, were you talking
about the American Israel Public Affairs Committee? Were you
talking about NORPAC? Were you talking about Christians United
or Israel? Do you still believe that their success in this town is be-
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cause of intimidation and that they are, as you stated, urging upon
our Government that we do dumb things?

Senator HAGEL. First, I have never been accused of political ex-
pediency. I do not do that. It probably has gotten me in some trou-
ble, Senator.

Second, to address the last comment, and then we will go back
sanctions. I have already said I regret referencing the Jewish
lobby. I should have said pro-Israel lobby. I think it is the only
time on the record that I have ever said that.

Now, you all have done a lot of work with my record, and, yes,
it is appropriate, by the way. Any nominee’s record, what he or she
thinks, says, done, absolutely. I was on your side of dais for 12
years, so I understand that and that responsibility. So I do not
have any problem with that. I have already noted that I should
have used another term, and I am sorry, and I regret it.

On the use of intimidation. I should have used “influence,” 1
think would have been more appropriate. We were talking about in
that book, and you evidently read it, Aaron David Miller’s book, by
the way, it is a book, “The Much Too Promised Land.” He has spo-
ken out directly over the last few weeks, written an op-ed about my
position because it has gotten some attention as you have noted,
and been quite favorable to me, and said much of that was taken
out of context, and he was offended by it. Those were his words.

Those of you who know something about Aaron David Miller
know that he is Jewish. He is a highly respected individual who
has counseled Presidents and Secretaries of State. He also says in
that interview, which is a fairly short interview, he mentioned that
I am a strong supporter of Israel. That it is in the interview. So
I think that says something.

I should not have said “dumb” or “stupid” because I understand,
appreciate, there are different views on these things. We were talk-
ing about Israel. We were talking about the Middle East. We were
not talking about Armenia, or Turkey, or the banking influence, or
chamber of commerce influence. That was what the context of my
comments were about.

Your point on the unilateral sanctions conversation and the
quote, a couple of points. Let us go back to the ILSA vote, about
the original ILSA vote during the Clinton administration and con-
nect that to a comment I made in the World Herald about they do
not work. They are ineffective. By the way, I have already noted
for the record here that I have supported and voted for some uni-
lateral sanctions, and I think I noted three specific ones that I re-
call.

But on your specific question about the specific comment. Just to
give you an example of partly what I was talking about. You were
not in the Senate at the time. Some were. But those who were here
in the Senate might recall the EU’s reaction to that ILSA Act. I
was not in the Senate when that was voted on originally, so I did
not have a vote.

But in 1998, the EU passed a resolution against the United
States and threatened to take the United States to the World
Trade Organization. As a consequence, Secretary Albright had to
get into this, and as a consequence of that, President Clinton had
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to sign a waiver to allow a French oil company not to be part of
that U.S. unilateral waiver.

Now I am not suggesting United States action should be hostage
to the EU or any other country. But what I am suggesting is many
times there are consequences to these actions. Now, every Senator
has their own position on these, exercise their own judgment as
they should, and cast their own vote. So I don’t think necessarily
that there was a disconnect from what I said in The World Herald
to where I have been on international sanctions.

As to your specific point about supporting unilateral sanctions as
well as international sanctions in the letter to Senator Boxer, it is
a different situation to start with. We already have very effective
international sanctions on Iran.

Senator WICKER. Are you saying that those two statements do
not contradict each other, the one to the Omaha paper and the one
to Senator Boxer?

Senator HAGEL. There are two points to it. Let me finish if I
could, Senator, thank you, my second point.

My second point is this. Where we are with Iran today, the inter-
national sanctions that have been placed on Iran, that puts Iran
and the United States in a far different place than where we were
in 2000, or 1998, or 2001 when I did not support the reimposition.
By the way, the Bush administration did not either. They did not
want a 5-year reimposition for some of the same reasons that I
questioned that reimposition of 5 years on ILSA.

But my point in making where we are today, connecting that to
unilateral sanctions, then we have a different situation. Unilateral
sanctions, because we have already got strong international sanc-
tions, should be considered. I think the President is right to con-
sider those. I would support that because it is different than it was
in 2001 or 1998.

Senator WICKER. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Wicker.

Senator Hagan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. Senator Hagel, thank you for being
here. Thank you for your service to our country and the military
and your service in the U.S. Senate. I also want to thank your wife
and your family for standing with you today.

You played an important role in supporting Vietnam veterans
impacted by the exposure to Agent Orange. I have been involved
in a similar set of issues facing veterans stationed at Camp
Lejeune. They continue to search for answers about the effects of
water contamination there. As many as a million marines and their
families stationed at the base between the early 1950s and the
1980s may have been exposed to harmful chemicals that led to the
development of cancer and other ailments.

The quest for answers in looking into this has been long. It has
been drawn out, and the recognition that men, women, and chil-
dren were dying or going broke paying out of pocket for their treat-
ment while they were waiting for these various studies to be com-
pleted on the water contamination. We in Congress took action last
year. The House and the Senate passed a bill that will provide for
the treatment of veterans and their family members through the

VA.
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I continue to believe that the families of those stationed at Camp
Lejeune during this time period, they deserve answers from the
U.S. Government about who was exposed to the harmful chemicals,
what impact that might have had on their health, and what the
Government knew about this exposure.

I have been fighting for answers with a group of other committed
Senators on a bipartisan basis. Along the way progress has been
held up by endless bureaucratic delays and obstacles.

My question to you is, do you agree that these marines and their
families deserve complete answers about the water contamination
that occurred at Camp Lejeune? If confirmed, will you pledge to
work with us to overcome any bureaucratic hurdles that may halt
or delay the pursuit of answers for the affected marines and their
family members?

Senator HAGEL. Thank you. You noted that we had a long con-
versation about this. I committed to you in your office. I will make
that commitment in front of this committee. I will do that.

There should never, ever be a question about the health, and the
safety, and the environment that we put our men and women and
their families in when we ask them to make sacrifices to serve this
country. I am committed to that, and we will have further con-
versations.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. I know you have answered a number
of questions about Israel already today, but I do have one I want
to ask you also. There is a special and historic bond between the
United States and Israel, and I am personally committed to Israel’s
security and identity as a Jewish state.

When we met earlier this week, I was pleased to hear you say
you agree and that you also support a two-state solution and op-
pose any unilateral declaration of a Palestinian state.

We also discussed the need for a strong military and intelligence
engagement between the United States and Israel. Just last fall I
was in Israel, and I have spoken with senior military officials from
both countries, and I have continually heard that the ties between
our military and our intelligence organizations have never been
stronger.

If confirmed, do you intend to maintain this close relationship,
and do you have any ideas for how we can further strengthen this
coordination?

Senator HAGEL. I would once again reaffirm the commitment
that I made to you to this committee. I absolutely support the con-
tinuation and the strengthening of our relationship with Israel. As
been noted before, in my book, a chapter I have on Israel, I talk
about the special and historic relationship between the United
States and Israel.

It is critically important that the qualitative military edge that
we have assured Israel since 1948 be maintained and be enhanced.
The Iron Dome is I think but one example. The latest military ex-
ercise we had with the Israelis last fall, Austere Challenge, it was
the largest military exercise between our two countries in the his-
tory of our two countries. I think our intelligence agencies are
working closer, and are stronger and more coordinated than ever
before.
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I think this President has done as much to support Israel as any
president, as I mentioned earlier, since Harry Truman, and I would
look forward to continuing to follow those policies and enhance
those policies.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. I wanted to ask a question on se-
questration. Stopping sequestration from occurring is very impor-
tant to me. In North Carolina, we have 7 military installations,
and we have over 100,000 Active Duty servicemembers in my
State. I believe that these cuts are going to harm our national secu-
rity, will impair our readiness, will defer necessary maintenance
that will help keep our troops safe and delay important invest-
ments in research and procurement, as well as stunt our economic
recovery at this time.

I do not believe we can allow these cuts to move forward. Con-
gress needs to work on a bipartisan basis on a balanced plan that
will help eliminate this threat of sequestration. Also we have to re-
duce our deficit and protect the critical investments and areas in
our national defense.

When we spoke earlier this week, I was pleased to hear you say
that you did not support these indiscriminate, unprioritized cuts
that sequestration would cause. If allowed to take effect, how will
sequestration impact the Department’s ability to meet the future
threats and challenges?

As I shared with you, I chair the subcommittee of this committee
on Emerging Threats and Capabilities, so I am particularly inter-
ested in your thoughts. You were commenting earlier to Senator
Udall’s questions on cyber security issues, which is obviously being
considered in the Emerging Threats and Capabilities Sub-
committee.

My question is, what impact do you believe that these cuts would
have on our servicemembers and their families at home and
abroad, and in particular the cuts—the sequestration, how would
this impact areas such as cyber security and the other areas?

Senator HAGEL. First, as we have said this morning and you
know, the Chiefs have made very clear and Secretary Panetta,
there will be consequences, significant consequences to the man-
agement of our Defense Department and our ability to have the
flexibility to make the decisions not just for the immediate, but for
the future.

When you hang that kind of uncertainty over any institution, but
especially the institution charged with national security in our
country, it is very dangerous. Readiness is obviously the number
one priority, and we will continue to do that. The Chiefs have al-
ready started to work through this, and I think in some of the pub-
lic statements they have made, we are preparing for that. They will
be prepared. If in the event the sequestration does take effect, we
will be ready to deal with it. But this is going to be very difficult.

We talked a little earlier here this morning about how we are
going to have to reduce training, steaming time, flying time. But
I think the American people do need to be reassured, as I think
Secretary Panetta and the Chiefs have, that the security of this
country is not going to be in jeopardy. But it is going to be difficult,
and it is going to affect longer-term kinds of planning.
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But make no mistake, if this happens, this is going to be a severe
problem.

Senator HAGAN. My time is up. Thank you for your comments.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Hagan, thank you so much. Now we
were going to work right through the vote that is going on now, but
we are going to take a 10-minute recess right now and come right
back. Then we are going to call on Senator Ayotte and then Sen-
ator Manchin. They are next in line, and I urge them to go vote
and come right back.

We will now recess for 10 minutes. [Recessed.]

Chairman LEVIN. We will come back to order.

Senator Ayotte.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank you, Senator Hagel, for your service to our coun-
try and for being here today in this important hearing, and I want
to thank your family as well.

Senator Hagel, I think we have established, as I understand it
from the prior questions you have been asked, in July 2001, you
were one of only two Senators to vote against extending the Iran
Sanctions Act, the sanctions in that act. That is a vote that you
have agreed that you have taken. Correct?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator AYOTTE. Yes or no? Yes. That was when you were only
one of two Senators in the entire Senate to vote against that.

Also, in 2008, I believe you were asked you were again one of two
Senators within the Senate Banking Committee, though, not the
entire Senate, to vote against the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions
Accountability Act of 2008. Is that right?

Senator HAGEL. That is right.

Senator AYOTTE. Okay. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Yes. I am sorry. Yes.

Senator AYOTTE. Yes, thank you, Senator.

As I understand it, on October 2, 2008, Majority Leader Harry
Reid brought a similar bill to the floor. In fact, it was called the
Comprehensive Iran Sanctions Accountability Act of 2008, and he
brought it to the floor on October 2, 2008. There have been media
reports that you blocked unanimous consent for the consideration
of that bill. Are those true or not?

Senator HAGEL. I was one of some Republican Senators who did
not want that vote to go forward. I voted against it in the sub-
committee, and the reason I did was because the Bush administra-
tion did not want that bill to go forward.

The reason that they didn’t is because they were involved in ne-
gotiations with the Russians in the U.N. and Security Council
members to put multilateral sanctions on Iran.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you.

But just to be clear, you did block unanimous consent of that bill
in 2008?

Senator HAGEL. I was part of an effort, yes. That is right.

Senator AYOTTE. Okay. Thank you.

Also, would it surprise you that an earlier version of that sanc-
tions bill was actually cosponsored by Secretary Kerry, Secretary
Clinton, and President Obama at the time? You were not a cospon-
sor. Would that surprise you?
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Senator HAGEL. Well, no, not necessarily. I didn’t ever base my
votes, Senator, on what everybody else thought or did. I voted
based on what I thought was right.

Senator AYOTTE. Also, we, of course, the sanctions that are in
place now, that bill or its next generation passed the U.S. Senate
after you left in a vote of 99 to 0, and no one in the Senate, in fact,
voted against that. So that has been our clear policy of the bill,
really the next generation of the bill that you blocked in the Sen-
ate.

I want to ask you also about your position with respect to in-
volvement in the Global Zero report. I know many people have
asked you questions about this.

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator AYOTTE. Here is what is troubling me. You have testified
before this committee today that you have never been for unilateral
nuclear disarmament. In other words, unilateral actions by the
United States of America. Yet this report itself, which you call an
illustration, its illustration or recommendation or however you
want to frame it, is to actually—there are many recommendations
in it.

One of them is to eliminate a leg of our triad, which is the land-
based ICBMs. You would agree with that? That is the illustration
that is contained in this report, or you call it an illustration. Is that
right?

Senator HAGEL. I call it an illustration, Senator, because that is
the term it used at the front end of the report.

Senator AYOTTE. Well, let us

Senator HAGEL. Not a recommendation.

Senator AYOTTE. Let me talk about the other terms that this re-
port uses because this report twice, as Senator Sessions asked you,
on page 1 and on page 16 says that the illustrations or this exam-
ple given in this report, one of which is eliminating a leg of our nu-
clear triad could be implemented unilaterally.

So here is what I am struggling with. Why would you ever put
your name on a report that is inherently inconsistent with what
you are telling us today is that you have never been for unilateral
disarmament as a possibility?

Senator HAGEL. It is not inconsistent, I don’t believe, Senator.
But you used the term “could”. That is a pretty important operative
word in the report.

The report does not recommend we do these things. The report
says “could,” “illustrative,” “scenarios,” “possibilities”. You probably
know the four other individuals who were involved in that report,
mainly General Cartwright, former strategic commander and——

Senator AYOTTE. Senator Hagel, I know we don’t have a lot of
time here. I don’t dispute the qualifications or the service of the
other individuals that are involved in this report. But of all the il-
lustrations and of all the “coulds” you could pick, this report says
that the President could implement these unilaterally, although
that is inconsistent with what you say is your position. Yet you
signed off on this.

This report also says of all the illustrations you could have
picked, the illustration is eliminating a leg of our nuclear triad.
One thing that troubles me is that of all the things that this group
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could have picked as what you call an illustration is a significant
reduction in our nuclear deterrent.

To me, I view that as troubling and inconsistent. One thing I
would hope you wouldn’t do as Secretary of Defense is to sign off
on a report that would say something like unilateral, like this one
does, that could be implemented unilaterally that is different than
your philosophy or our policy.

Senator HAGEL. As Secretary of Defense, I won’t be signing off
on reports in the same way as a private citizen. Obviously, I will
have a different kind of responsibility if I am confirmed by the Sen-
ate.

But I don’t think that there is anything that also changes my po-
sition in that report because it was a letter sent, which you may
have, to the President of the United States

Senator AYOTTE. Just so we are clear, and I am not—I don’t
want to interrupt you, but we just don’t have a lot of time. Just
so we are clear, you don’t view what you are telling us today and
the language in this report as inconsistent?

Senator HAGEL. I do not because it wasn’t a recommendation.
The report also says and the authors of it says, have always said,
none of this can be any reductions unilateral, just like any strategic
arms reduction treaty that we have signed, both Republican and
Democrats have led on that, has to be bilateral, has to be
verifiable, has to be negotiated.

I have always been there, and that is where we have been on
this report.

Senator AYOTTE. Okay. Thank you.

May I follow up on the discussion about containment, nuclear
containment with Iran? The first question I would have, as you
said very clearly to Senator Levin, that you believe that a military
option should be on the table with respect to Iran. In fact, I think
you said, “I do, I have, and I strongly agree” in terms of that being
one of the options the President of the United States would have
in addressing Iran is the language that you said.

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator AYOTTE. Can you help me understand when you went to
Islamabad, Pakistan, in 2006, you said at that time that a military
strike against Iran, a military option is not a viable, feasible, or re-
sponsible option. It strikes me as what you are saying about the
military option now seems inconsistent with that statement.

Why would you make that statement in Pakistan that it is not
a viable, feasible, or responsible option in light of your statement
today that you do, “I have, and I strongly agree” that a military
option should be on the table?

Senator HAGEL. That statement was made in the context of all
options regarding Iran, and Pakistan was where I was at the time.
The larger context of that was nuclear powers, which certainly
Pakistan is part of that club.

Not unlike what Secretary Gates said about a strike on Iran, my
point was that this would not be a preferable option. There would
be consequences to this option. Things would happen as a result of
it.
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If we could find a better option, a better way to deal with Iran
to assure they do not get nuclear weapons, then we are far better
off. That was the context of that statement.

Senator AYOTTE. Senator Hagel, I know that my time is up, and
I know we will have an opportunity for a second round of ques-
tions. But as I see your quote, it didn’t say preferable option. It
said it was not a responsible option. I view those words as having
a very different meaning.

So I look forward to following up in the subsequent round of
questioning. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Ayotte.

Senator Manchin.

Senator MANCHIN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, thank you so much and your family for your serv-
ice and for putting your services on the line for us. I appreciate it
very much.

I would like to say this. You and I have not known each other
before. I never had the pleasure of serving with you, which I wish
I would have. We had a great conversation. You bring a breath of
fresh air, truly a breath of fresh air to this process in a bipartisan
way. Having two great Senators sitting by your side—one a Demo-
crat, one a Republican—that basically support you wholeheartedly
speaks volumes in the toxic process that we have today.

With that being said, also everyone has been so fixated on your
past, what you have said, and I think I have come to learn in the
very short time I have been a Senator that this town and this proc-
ess and this body has become almost a guilt by conversation. With
that being said, I respect you being the person being able to say
what you thought needed to be said. You voted the way you
thought you should be voting for your constituents and your coun-
try, and you weren’t really driven by your party or by any pressure
groups.

I can’t tell you how much I wish I would have served with you.
Sometimes I feel very lonely.

With all that being said, sir, we are asked to consider you as a
part of the Cabinet. Is there anything that would lead us to believe
that you wouldn’t follow the orders that were given?

Senator HAGEL. No. I understand clearly the responsibilities of
the Secretary of Defense. As I said in my opening statement, those
responsibilities are very serious. I don’t know of many jobs that are
more serious, and I would obviously always make every decision for
the Defense Department and my advice to the President based on
only one thing, and that is the security of this country.

Senator MANCHIN. I looked back at your record. You and I come
from the same era. We are very close in age, and I remember the
Vietnam era very well. That, I think, shaped all of us to a certain
extent of how we looked after, post-Vietnam, of how we would have
looked at it if we would have known what we knew before.

I am sure that kind of guided you as you looked at this, Iraq,
and I saw the information that we were given. If I had been a Sen-
atorl, grobably I might have voted also, like many people that were
misled.

But after having seen 5 or 6 years of that unfortunate scenario
play out, the surge, and I know where you are coming from, would
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you say that your experiences in Vietnam and looking at basically
what sometimes our misguided mission had been shaped a lot of
your positions today?

Senator HAGEL. There is no question that as I have said this
morning, that my experience in Vietnam very much guided the
questions. I think I noted a couple of times in my opening state-
ment that it was one fundamental question that I always asked,
was the policy worthy of the men and women that we are asking
to make the sacrifices?

I know there are differences of opinion. You mentioned Iraq. You
mentioned the surge. My positions there were very much guided
by, well, what is the political purpose of the surge?

Senator MANCHIN. Right.

Senator HAGEL. Where do we go from here? Yes, you put 35,000
more American troops in an area for a sustained period of time or
more on top of more than 100,000 we already had there, you will
have a tactical victory. But there will be a cost for that victory.

That is what always guided me. Do we understand the costs? Are
we prepared to make those costs in lives? Then where was the big-
ger answer here? Where were we going with the surge? How was
this going to take us, advance us to where we needed to go, and
where did we think we needed to go?

So, yes, those experiences did shape my questions.

Senator MANCHIN. I appreciate that. Let me just say that as
speaking of now, what we deal with and the concerns that people
had with your nomination, the support of Israel, I have no doubt
in my mind your support of Israel as our greatest ally and would
always be there. I think you have answered that. I think we all feel
very comfortable with that.

Also your commitment that Iran should not under any cir-
cumstance have the ability to have a nuclear weapon, and I appre-
ciate that position very much.

Where we go with the strength of our Army if we have our mili-
tary might in DOD, the National Guard, how does the National
Guard play in your role of thinking of what they should be doing
and what they could be doing?

Senator HAGEL. The National Guard now has a chair at the table
with the Joint Chiefs. General Grass represents the National
Guard effectively, a new chief. But their role will continue to be im-
portant, as will the Reserves.

I think we saw over the last 12 years of war how important our
National Guard is and the Reserves. We could not have conducted
those two wars without the National Guard and Reserves. I think
that has professionalized both Services. They are going to continue
to be necessary. They are important.

Their training, their credibility, their leadership, that is obvi-
ously why the decision was made to assure their representation
with the Joint Chiefs, and I strongly support the National Guard
and Reserves.

Senator MANCHIN. Personnel, I think that Senator McCaskill
touched on things I am very concerned about. Every time I hear
about the sequestering and people tell me that if we do a seques-
tering it could destroy our ability to defend ourselves and have the
military might that we do.
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Now I don’t see that whatsoever, and I followed the statistics. I
followed all the post-war eras from starting with Korea and Viet-
nam, Cold War, and where we are today. This will be the least
amount of money that we have asked to draw down under any
post-war time. But yet everyone is hollering that it will be dev-
astating.

I know there is a way to do that, but the contracting. We are
having a hard time getting our hands around the contracting, the
cost of contracting, the ability for people in the contracting world
to be reimbursed by over $700,000, almost twice what the Presi-
dent gets paid. Some of these things, would you embrace working
with us and sitting down and looking and embracing an audit?

Myself and Senator Tom Coburn have had legislation asking for
a complete audit of DOD. Your thoughts on those two things, sir?

Senator HAGEL. Of course, I will, and as I have noted this morn-
ing, I am committed to do that. I will do it.

Accountability is a primary responsibility of any institution or or-
ganization. That is clearly in the purview of Congress. We have to
do it. We have to improve on the process.

We talked a little bit this morning about the astounding amount
of waste, fraud, and abuse the Inspector General, Special Inspec-
tors General both in Iraq and Afghanistan have found. I am com-
mitted, as I have said, to assure that we make that deadline of
2017 on the audits, and I will work with you closely on that.

Senator MANCHIN. My time is up, and one thing I want to state
that we talked about in my office is the commitment to help our
returning veterans get jobs. The Jobs Caucus, “I Hire a Vet,” it is
so important. I appreciate your support for that. I look forward to
working with you that we can put more of our vets back to work
when they come home and get them back into mainstream Amer-
ica.

Thank you, sir. I look forward to voting for you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Manchin.

Senator Fischer.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Inhofe.

Good afternoon, Senator. It is good to see you again.

Senator HAGEL. Thanks.

Senator FISCHER. I want to begin by thanking you for your serv-
ice to our country and to the State of Nebraska. I do appreciate
your continued willingness to serve the United States.

But I need to be honest with you. After our meeting last week,
I still have some concerns about your nomination. Many of my col-
leagues are concerned that you have changed your views, and I
share that concern. But I must admit that I am more worried that
your views have not changed.

From your meeting with me last week, it was clear that you
maintain the views that have led to so much scrutiny of your nomi-
nation. Despite these recent claims to the contrary, you continue to
hold, I believe, extreme views far to the left of even this adminis-
tration.

In particular, your clear statement to me during our meeting
that if given the opportunity to recast your vote on the Iranian
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sanctions, you would still oppose those sanctions. I believe that in-
dicates that you hold these concerning views.

Our Nation faces many challenges, perhaps none greater or more
immediate than Iran’s continued progress towards obtaining nu-
clear weapons. At the same time, DOD is entering a period of
transformation that will likely define its role for many decades to
come. The future of our nuclear deterrent could depend on our
choices made by the next Secretary of Defense.

I am going to bring up the report that we have heard about quite
a bit. You are listed as a coauthor of that May 2012 Global Zero
report on our nuclear posture. I believe there is a recommendation
in there, and I believe that the recommendation is to drastically re-
duce the U.S. nuclear forces.

When we spoke last week, you described this report as being au-
thored by General Cartwright. I had the impression, and I believe
you implied to me, that you weren’t closely affiliated with it. But
you are listed as a coauthor of that report, as one of the five co-
authors.

Moreover, you told me at that time that this report discussed op-
tions. You have reiterated that stance today. But after I have reex-
amined it once again, the only options that I have found in the re-
port are related to how best achieve those drastic reductions that
I believe it advises. There are no alternative views or dissenting
opinions that are presented or discussed in the report.

It states many controversial opinions. It states them as facts in
support of its conclusion, and I believe it is important to determine
whether or not you agree with those positions. As it has been said
before, my time here is limited, and so I would like to quickly go
through and review some of those more concerning proclamations
that it makes with you. I would appreciate if we could kind of go
through this quickly.

For example, the U.S. ICBM force has lost its central utility.
That is stated in the report. Do you agree with that?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, that report was not a recommendation.
That report, as we have said, was a series of scenarios. Again, I
use the term “illustrative” because that was the beginning of the
report as possible ways we could continue to reduce our warheads.
Not unilaterally, but bilaterally.

Every treaty we have ever signed to reduce warheads and the
thrust capability with the Russians has been about reduction. So
that is not new. That is where it has always been.

But ICMBs, your specific question, it is a 25-page report. I as-
sume you have read it. It talked about one of the reasons ICBMs
may well eventually be insignificant because of the overflight over
fRussia and so on. Now those aren’t fictional analyses. Those are
acts.

Now no one is recommending in that report—and you probably
know General Cartwright. When he was in Omaha, you probably
got acquainted with him. These are serious people who understand
this business, and no one is recommending that we unilaterally do
away with our ICBMs.

What that report was about was looking at where this is all
going. Again, the title of the report was “Modernizing Our Nuclear
Strategy,” not eliminating it.
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Senator FISCHER. Correct. But do you agree with the statement
made in the report that the ICBMs, that force has lost its central
utility?

Senator HAGEL. That is not what the report said.

Senator FISCHER. I have it—I have it cited, Senator. With re-
spect, I can enter that into the record. But it is cited in the report.

Senator HAGEL. The report, in the overall context, ICBMs and all
of the parts of that report were about the utilities of our triad,
where is this going, and the money that we are investing in it, and
we have to look at it. I think those kinds of reports are valuable
to assess our needs, to assess our nuclear capability, to assess our
nuclear deterrent.

I mean, we do studies all the time. This was not an official report
from an official government. Think tanks do this all the time. I
think that is valuable.

Now whether policymakers——

Senator FISCHER. Excuse me. I, too, think that reports from var-
ious organizations—think tanks, individuals, groups—I think those
are all very important in getting information and opinions out
there. But when you coauthor a report, I think you should be able
to answer if you agree with statements that are made in the report.

Senator HAGEL. I do not agree with any recommendation that
would unilaterally take any action to further reduce our nuclear
Wagheads on our capability. But again, that is not what the report
said.

But I do not agree with that. Every option that we must look at,
every action we must take to reduce warheads or anything should
be bilateral. It should be verifiable. It should be negotiated.

Senator FISCHER. Every action that this country takes needs to
be bilateral?

Senator HAGEL. I didn’t say that. I said in nuclear capabilities
in our warheads. When we are talking about reducing warheads,
as every treaty we have signed with the Russians has been bilat-
eral. It has been verifiable.

Ronald Reagan said it best, “Trust, but verify”. I think that is
the key word. He also said, as I said this morning, we should wipe
nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth.

I think almost every President has agreed with that, including,
by the way, this President, who has seen this report. World leaders
do agree with the continued reduction, and this is not a report that
is out of the mainstream at all. President Obama has said in his
Prague speech in 2009 that that was his goal, as Ronald Reagan
did, as many Presidents did.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you.

If T could continue on this vein of questioning, please? Also, as
I read the report, it calls for all U.S. tactical nuclear weapons to
be eliminated over the next 10 years and asserts that their military
utility is practically nil.

Do you agree with that statement?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, I don’t believe it calls for that. These
are scenarios and schedules and possibilities and options. But none
of this could ever, ever happen unless it would be negotiated, bilat-
eral, and verifiable. That was part of a letter that the Global Zero
growth group sent to the President in 2009 specifically stating that.
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If I might give you a more recent example of that. Senator Fein-
stein’s subcommittee

Senator FISCHER. Just a quick one, please.

Senator HAGEL.—had a hearing on this last year. In that hear-
ing, and the committee can get the transcript if it doesn’t have it,
General Cartwright and Ambassador Pickering testified. They went
into this, that this is all, everything with any action we would take
would have to be negotiated. It would have to be bilateral. No uni-
lateral action.

They made that point again on the record in front of Senator
Feinstein’s subcommittee. I support that. I agree with that.

Senator FISCHER. I have another statement from the report. The
U.S. ICBM rapid reaction posture remains in operation and runs
a real risk of accidental or mistaken launch.

I think that statement is pretty clear. Do you agree with that?

Senator HAGEL. Yes. I mean, I think accidental launches and
those kinds of things are always to be concerned about. We need
to assure, as we have over the years, that that doesn’t happen,
both on the Russian side——

Senator FISCHER. That we run a real risk of accidental or mis-
taken launch?

Senator HAGEL. Well, you take “real” out. You could just put
risk. But there is always a risk. I mean, when we are talking about
nuclear weapons and the consequences, you don’t get a lot of sec-
ond chances. We need to be very sure about these things, and I
think that was the whole point.

Chairman LEVIN. I think you need to save any additional ques-
tions for the second round, if you would today.

Senator FISCHER. Oh, I am sorry. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. You may not have gotten a card. I am sorry if
you didn’t.

Senator FISCHER. Oh, thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Senator.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Fischer.

Senator Gillibrand.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Senator Hagel, for testifying today.

I appreciate that you have brought your family with you. I appre-
ciate the support of your wife.

I am going to submit several questions for the record because
they are important to me as the Senator from New York, particu-
larly about New York bases, cybersecurity, and children of military
families with disabilities. But today, I want to focus on the most
urgent issues from my perspective. I want to talk more about your
thoughts on Israel and Israel’s security. I want to talk about Af-
ghanistan, and I want to talk about personnel issues.

On Israel. Obviously, our relationship with Israel is tremen-
dously important to Israel, and we are fundamentally tied to them
because of being such a strong democracy in the Middle East and
having our national securities very much being tied in many ways.

We talked quite a bit about Iran, and you have clarified your po-
sition that containment is not an option. I am concerned about a
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statement you said with regard to Iran. A nuclear Iran is an exis-
tential threat to the United States, as well as Israel. The Iranian
Government has been responsible for the deaths of U.S.
servicemembers, an attempted attack on U.S. soil, and the funding,
training of terrorist groups.

Their latest in a long list of direct threats to Israel came just
today. I want to make sure that in your statement earlier today
with regard to whether Iran is legitimate, I can understand if you
meant it is a legal entity that has international relations and has
diplomatic relations and is a member of the U.N. But I do not see
Iran or the Iranian Government as a legitimate government, and
I would like your thoughts on that.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Senator.

What I meant to say, should have said, it is recognizable. It has
been recognized, is recognized at the United Nations. Most of our
allies have embassies there. That is what I should have said, and
thank you.

Senator GILLIBRAND. You are welcome.

With regard to Israel, Israel’s security is very important, and I
have been one of the strongest advocates for our alliance, fighting
for more increases in missile defense cooperation as well as coordi-
nation on a number of the technology programs that are funda-
mental to Israel’s security.

Last year, Iron Dome more than proved itself as missiles from
Gaza continually headed towards Israel. In December, Ranking
Member Inhofe and I successfully pushed for full funding of the
U.S.-Israel cooperative missile defense systems.

Will you personally support robust funding for Iron Dome, Da-
vid’s Sling, and other programs? If we have to have a Continuing
Resolution, the funding for Iron Dome will be well below the au-
thorized amount for fiscal year 2013. In such a case, will you rec-
ommend either reprogramming other funds or sending forth an
anomaly budget requesting to fully cover our commitment to this
program?

Senator HAGEL. First, I fully support and will continue to fully
support Iron Dome and Arrow and David’s Sling. As to a commit-
ment to the second part of your question, I would have to better
understand what our restrictions are going to be in our budgets be-
fore I could make any decisions like that, and I would have to talk
with our Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and each of the chiefs and
want to better understand, depending on how bad and deep this se-
questration might get.

But make no mistake. It is clearly a priority program. I believe
we will continue to fund it. We should. I will support the con-
tinuing funding.

Senator GILLIBRAND. I hope you will also be a strong advocate
because our budget is, even under sequestration, significant. This
is a very high priority certainly for me.

Senator HAGEL. If I am confirmed, we will work together, as I
will with this committee, on this and other issues.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you.

A number of members were just in Egypt, and we met with
President Morsi. Obviously, we are very concerned about the Sinai
becoming a route for arms coming straight from Libya going to ter-
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rorist groups. We, obviously, are very concerned about we give $1.2
billion to Egypt in aid, and we want to figure out if there is a way
to put some of those funds towards more anti-terrorism missions as
opposed to the typical technology.

Do you have any thoughts on that and what we can do to really
try to assist in cracking down on the weapons trade?

Senator HAGEL. It is a huge challenge and part of obviously what
allows terrorists, extremists to advance their cause. Maritime secu-
rity, piracy issues, I mentioned in my opening statement that is all
part of why we need to rebalance resources and why we need the
kind of flexible, agile resource base—in particular our Navy—to be
able to do this.

It also is going to continue to take cooperation with our allies.
We can’t do this alone. As good as our intelligence is, the best in
the world, best military in the world, we are the largest, wealthiest
country in the world. But we have to work with allies, and we have
to find that through intelligence before it gets beyond the capacity
to be used to do damage against the interests of this country and
our allies.

Senator GILLIBRAND. As Israel is one of our most important al-
lies, one of the growing risks we have now is Syria, particularly
chemical weapons being not properly locked down. There is con-
cern, and obviously with what happened yesterday, I suspect that
there has been very close cooperation between our militaries on
contingency plans with respect to Syria’s chemical weapons. But
will this be something that you can focus your concern on because
of your past statements about the Israel-Hezbollah war in 2006?

Is this something that you will also commit to and keeping this
alliance strong and making sure we have a strong contingency plan
with regard to any chemical weapons coming out of Syria?

Senator HAGEL. Yes. By the way, I have said on the record many
times that Hezbollah and Hamas are terrorist groups, and I have
said many times on the record that Iran is a state sponsor of ter-
rorism. So, yes, I am committed to do that and will do that.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Okay. For my last minute, with regard to
Afghanistan, we have heard your views, and you didn’t give a spe-
cific statement about how many troops when. But will you, in your
capacity as Secretary of Defense, advise the President that we
should be drawing down troops sooner rather than later?

Senator HAGEL. I think he has made that pretty clear that he
wants to do that. If I am confirmed, I will need to better under-
stand all the dimensions of this. I don’t know all those dimensions.
I think that there is little question that—and I support completely
where the President wants to go in Afghanistan and his commit-
ment to unwind that war.

As we have said, there should be, there will be. He has noted
that he will, in fact, enforce a new policy and new relationship
bﬁlsed on a limited objective for our troops there, and I support
that.

Senator GILLIBRAND. My last question that I will submit more for
the record, but you and I talked at length about it. Obviously, the
personnel of our military is our most important asset, and when we
hear reports that there are upwards of 19,000 sexual assaults in
the military against women, it is unacceptable.
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We also have finally repealed “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”. But it is
difficult for a military spouse to even go to the commissary and be
on base or be notified if a spouse is killed in action. I will need a
strong commitment from you that you will treat our military fami-
lies and look after them in the way you would look after your own.

I want you to be concerned about every man and woman in the
military, that their well-being is being looked after, and see real
advocacy and leadership. Not status quo. Not implementing what-
gver we put forward. But actually fighting for them every single

ay.

Senator HAGEL. You have my complete commitment on that. I
have made that commitment to, I think, all members of the com-
mittee that I have spoken to directly and privately.

Again, I mentioned that point in my opening statement, you will
recall. I think I have a pretty clear record on that in my life. I will
continue to do that, will do that, and I agree it is not good enough
just to say zero tolerance. The whole chain of command needs to
be accountable for this, all the way down to the bottom. So I will.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Gillibrand.

Senator Graham.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, congratulations on your appointment. You are a
good, honest man, and I really appreciate your willingness to serve
the country in the past and be willing to do so in the future.

What percentage of the gross domestic product do we spend on
defense?

Senator HAGEL. We are, I think, it is probably 5 percent now in
that area in our budget, our discretionary budget——

Senator GRAHAM. Is that historically high or low?

Senator HAGEL. I think generally depends on real dollars and
wars, but—

Senator GRAHAM. Are we at war?

Senator HAGEL. We are at war in Afghanistan. We are at war
around the world with active threat

Senator GRAHAM. So you agree with me we are at war in Afghan-
istan? We are at war around the world. So when you look at spend-
ing on defense, every Senator should be aware of the fact we are
still at war. Do you agree with that?

Senator HAGEL. I am sorry. What is your question?

Senator GRAHAM. Do you agree that every Senator, every Mem-
ber of Congress should be wide-eyed and understanding that when
you vote on a defense budget we are at war?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, I do.

Senator GRAHAM. Okay. Thank you.

Now let us talk a little bit about statements you made. You have
explained this a bit. You said, “The Jewish lobby intimidates a lot
of people up here. I am not an Israeli senator. I am a U.S. Senator.
This pressure makes us do dumb things at times.”

You have said the Jewish lobby should not have been—that term
shouldn’t have been used. It should have been some other term.
Name one person, in your opinion, who is intimidated by the Israeli
lobby in the U.S. Senate.
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Senator HAGEL. Well, first——

Senator GRAHAM. Name one.

Senator HAGEL. I don’t know.

Senator GRAHAM. Well, why would you say it?

Senator HAGEL. I didn’t have in mind a specific

Senator GRAHAM. First, do you agree it is a provocative state-
ment? That I can’t think of a more provocative thing to say about
the relationship between the United States and Israel and the Sen-
ate or Congress than what you said.

Name one dumb thing we have been goaded into doing because
of the pressure from the Israeli or Jewish lobby.

Senator HAGEL. I have already stated that I regret the termi-
nology I used.

Senator GRAHAM. But you said back then it makes us do dumb
things. You can’t name one Senator intimidated. Now give me one
example of the dumb things that we are pressured to do up here.

Senator HAGEL. We were talking in that interview about the
Middle East, about positions, about Israel. That is what I was re-
ferring to.

Senator GRAHAM. So give me an example of where we have been
intimidated by the Israeli/Jewish lobby to do something dumb re-
garding the Mideast, Israel, or anywhere else.

Senator HAGEL. Well, I can’t give you an example.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you.
hD% you agree with me you shouldn’t have said something like
that?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, I do. I have already said that.

Senator GRAHAM. Now do you agree with me that Hezbollah is
a terrorist organization?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator GRAHAM. Now, in 2006, you were 1 of 12 Senators who
refused to sign the letter to the EU asking them to designate
Hezbollah as a terrorist organization for the purposes of the EU
sanctioning Hezbollah. Why were you 1 of 12 who refused to sign
that letter?

Senator HAGEL. Because I have generally had a policy during my
time in the Senate that I didn’t think it was the right approach for
the Congress of the United States to be sending leaders any in-
structions or any documents versus letting our President do that.
As I have already stated

Senator GRAHAM. Why did you sign the letter to Bill Clinton,
urging him to deal with the Russians when it comes to their policy
against Jewish people?

Senator HAGEL. Because I think that is the appropriate approach
because I think it is our President who conducts foreign policy.

Senator GRAHAM. All I could suggest to you is that when a letter
is presented to a U.S. Senator about the times in which we live in,
you can’t write one letter and not write the other and, in my view,
be consistent.

The letter was urging the EU to impose sanctions on Hezbollah,
and you have been a big believer that we shouldn’t go it alone. We
shouldn’t do it unilaterally. Why in the world wouldn’t you take
this chance to urge the EU to go ahead and sanction Hezbollah be-
cause it may help the world at large deal with this terrorist organi-
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zation? Your answer is you just don’t think we should be writing
letters?

Senator HAGEL. That wasn’t my answer. My answer was I think
the President of the United States is the appropriate official

Senator GRAHAM. So Congress has no interest at all in whether
or not the EU would designate Hezbollah as a terrorist organiza-
tion? Do you think that is our role up here, that we should just
stay out of those things?

Senator HAGEL. Congress has an interest and responsibility in
all things. But [——

Senator GRAHAM. Okay. I got you. Apparently not there.

Now let me ask you this about the Iranian Revolutionary Guard.
You said just a minute ago you think they are a terrorist organiza-
tion. Do you agree with that?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator GRAHAM. Okay. You voted against the amendment desig-
nating them a terrorist organization because you thought we would
be going down the wrong road by doing that because they are a rec-
ognized state. Iran, you wouldn’t want to designate the army of a
recognized state as a terrorist organization?

Senator HAGEL. I said that Iran is a state sponsor of terrorism.
I also just clarified a statement on Iran being a recognized nation
by the United Nations, by most world bodies. The reason again, I
gvi(lll explain it again, why I did not vote, as 22 other members

i

Senator GRAHAM. Right.

Senator HAGEL.—because I think Jim Webb’s argument was a
strong argument, and that was we have never—this is what he
said on the floor—designated part of a government as a terrorist
organization. Thereby what his concern was, as was mine and
other Senators who voted against it, would this be then tanta-
mount to giving the President of the United States authority from
Congress to take military action against Iran?

Senator GRAHAM. I got you. Now let me just ask you this. Do you
believe that the sum total of all of your votes—refusing to sign a
letter to the EU asking Hezbollah to be designated a terrorist orga-
nization, being 1 of 22 to not vote to designate the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard a terrorist organization, being one of two on two oc-
casions to vote against sanctions that this body was trying to im-
pose on Iran, the statements you have made about Palestinians
and about the Jewish lobby—all that together, that the image you
have created is one of sending the worst possible signal to our en-
emies and friends at one of the most critical times in world history?

Senator HAGEL. No, I would not agree with that because I have
taken actions and made statements very clear as to what I believed
Hezbollah and Hamas are as terrorist organizations. In fact, Sen-
ator

Senator GRAHAM. If you there was a vote on the floor of the Sen-
ate this afternoon to label the Iranian Revolutionary Guard, the
people who have killed our soldiers in Iraq, some of the most vi-
cious people to the people of Iran themselves, if there were a vote
tomorrow or this afternoon or after lunch, would you still vote no?

Senator HAGEL. Well, I would want to know from the President
what they were doing, but again
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Senator GRAHAM. I mean, you read the paper. You watch TV.
You have any doubt what they are doing? They are expanding ter-
rorism. They are trying to intimidate their own people. They are
the instrument of the theocracy to oppress their own people, and
they are the biggest supporter of the regime keeping them in power
so then they can get a nuclear weapon.

If you had a chance tomorrow, today, after lunch to vote to say
that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard was a terrorist organization,
would you still vote no?

Senator HAGEL. Well, the reason I voted no to start with began
with the same——

Senator GRAHAM. Well, I know why. You told me that. My ques-
tion is

Senator HAGEL. That hasn’t changed.

Senator GRAHAM.—would you reconsider, and would you vote yes
this time, or would you still vote no?

Senator HAGEL. Well, times change. I recognize that, and yes, 1
would reconsider. But the whole theory

Senator GRAHAM. Well, thank you. That is encouraging.

My time is up, but we will have another round.

Senator Inhofe said that you were one of four Senators who re-
fused to sign a letter in October. The first paragraph says, “We
write to you to express our solidarity with the State of Israel at
this moment of crisis and our profound disappointment and frus-
tration with Palestine Liberation Organization Chairman Arafat
and the Palestinian Authority. We are dismayed that they would
allow violence by Palestinians to be carried out without restraint
or comment.”

This was when the Intifada was being raging, and Senator
Inhofe, led by Daschle and Lott, wanted a letter from every mem-
ber of this body to clearly put us on record that we believe Arafat
and the Intifada is undercutting the agreements they had reached
and that they had resorted to violence to intimidate the Israeli
Government and people in a way that was just absolutely unac-
ceptable.

If you had a chance to do it over, would you sign this letter now?
I am going to give it to you during whatever break we have and
ask you to reconsider. I would ask you, Senator Hagel, to tell the
country, the world at large, particularly the State of Israel, you
made a mistake by not signing that letter.

Senator HAGEL. Who is the letter to?

Senator GRAHAM. I think it goes to the President. Is that who it
was to? It was the President.

Senator HAGEL. I will look at it. I don’t recall the letter, and I
will look at it and give you an answer.

Senator GRAHAM. All I can say, it was a very big deal at a very
important time. The lack of signature by you runs chills up my
spine because I can’t imagine not signing a letter like that at a
time when it really mattered.

We will continue this conversation. Thank you.

[The information referred to follows:]
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United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
October 12, 2000

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We write to you to express our solidarity with the State of Israel at this moment of crisis and our
profound disappointment and frustration with PLO Chairman Arafat and the Palestinian
Authority. We are dismayed that they would allow violence by Palestinians to be carried out
without restraint or comment.

Resorting to violence constitutes a fundamental violation of the Peace Process. Following the
signing of the Declaration of Principles in September 1993, Chairman Arafat wrote Israeli Prime
Minister Rabin that:

The PLO commits itself to the Middle East Peace process, and to a peaceful resolution of the
conflict between the two sides ad declares that all outstanding issues in relation to permanent
status will be resolved through negotiations.

The PLO considers that the signing of the Declaration of Principles constitutes a historic event,
inaugurating a new epoch of peaceful coexistence, free from violence and all other acts which
endanger peace ad stability. Accordingly, the PLO renounces the use of terrorism and other acts
of violence, and will assume responsibility over all PLO elements and personnel in order to
assure their compliance, prevent violations and discipline violators.

It was on the basis of these assurances that Prime Minister Rabin, among other things,
recognized the PLO.

We are deeply concerned at the continuing, coordinated campaign of Palestinian violence. That
campaign leads us to believe that Arafat either seeks to use violence as a negotiating tool to

extort even further concessions from the Government of Israel, or that he in fact intends to end
the peace process in its entirety as a prelude to a unilateral declaration of Palestinian statehood.

This stands in contrast to what the Government of Israel has -sought throughout this crisis. We
note, for example, that the Government of Israel proposed unprecedented compromises to
achieve a final peace agreement Despite subsequent provocations, despite the violence, despite
the wanton destruction of Joseph's Tomb -a revered Jewish holy site-Israel has sought to see the
violence stopped so that peace negotiations could be resumed. Yet, Arafat has failed to issue a
statement to the Palestinian community that violence is unacceptable, unlike Prime Minister
Barak who has said publicly that "I urge our Jewish citizens to refrain from attacking Arabs and
their property under any circumstances.”
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We urge you to express American solidarity with Israel at this crucial moment, to condemn the
Palestinian campaign of violence, to do everything possible to secure the return of the three
kidnaped Israeli soldiers from Lebanon, and to stand with Israel in international arenas - not only
because we should, but because such actions are also the best way to restore the negotiating
process. Arafat vast understand that he will achieve none of his political objectives through
violence, that a unilateral declaration of statehood will not be recognized by the United States
that only through negotiations can the Palestinians' legitimate political aspirations be realized,
and that abandoning the negotiating process will have serious repercussions.

This is a very dangerous hour in the Middle East. America's open and abiding commitment to the
security of Israel is the surest way to see our way safely through it.

Sincerely yours,
[Signatures of 96 senators beginning with Trent Lott and Tom Daschle]

The four Senators who did not sign this letter are:

Spencer Abraham, R-MI
Robert Byrd, D-WV
Judd Gregg, R-NH
Chuck Hagel, R-NE

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Graham.

We now will go to Senator Blumenthal.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to join, Senator Hagel, in thanking you for your service,
thanking your family, and expressing appreciation not only to you
for your service in uniform, but also afterward to our veterans,
which people may not appreciate as much as they do your military
service, but I think is every bit as important to our Nation.

I just want to say about that letter, I wasn’t here when the letter
was circulated. I would have signed it, but I would certainly join
in urging that you reconsider and commit to the statement of sup-
port in the letter for the State of Israel. If it is appropriate now
and applicable to today’s events, I hope you will consider express-
ing your support for it.

I noted in your opening statement that no single quote and no
single vote define you in the entirety, and perhaps not as a whole,
but votes and quotes do matter. I think that the questions about
what you have said and what you have done in the past are en-
tirely appropriate, and I think also reconsidering or your views
evolving is also appropriate.

I am going to be submitting questions on some of the topics that
you have heard. You and I have discussed some of these questions.
I might say your private meetings with members of this body have
been very productive and effective, as you have seen in some of the
comments that have been expressed here. So, the more we hear
from you, I think the better you do on many of these issues.

I want to begin by talking about one issue that concerns our vet-
erans, and particularly our Vietnam veterans. Many Vietnam vet-
erans in Connecticut and around the country received less than
honorable discharge as a result of conduct that was a direct con-
sequence of post-traumatic stress (PTS), at a time PTS was not a
term, not diagnosed, not treated.

But they have to live with the consequences of a less than honor-
able discharge. They have to live with fewer benefits often. I would
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like a commitment from you that DOD will reevaluate and revisit
perhaps some of those individual cases as well as its general poli-
cies to take account of the fact that we now know that many of
those veterans during the Vietnam era suffered from PTS or re-
lated kinds of injuries.

Senator HAGEL. You have my commitment to do everything I can
about that. I understand the issue pretty well, been working on
this issue long before I actually ever got to the Senate. So I will.

Thank you.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

I would like the same kind of commitment that you have ex-
pressed very persuasively on the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”
on the issue of sexual assaults. This issue bedevils the military. I
don’t know whether you have seen an excellent documentary called
“The Invisible War”?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. I know you are familiar with this issue.
I commend you for what you have said to me privately, and I would
ask that your commitment not only to the prosecution and holding
accountable people who are involved in this criminal conduct, but
also to the victims so that they receive the kind of services that in
the civilian world many of them do through victim’s advocates in
the courts and similar kinds of roles played.

So both to prosecution—effective, vigorous, zealous—but also to
protection of the victims. Can you commit to that?

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely, I will commit to that, yes.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. On the strategic issues, I wonder if I could
talk to you for a moment about submarines, which you and I dis-
cussed privately briefly. DOD, the Joint Chiefs, and the President
have all committed to an Ohio-class replacement program that con-
sists of a fleet of 12, starting no later than 2031.

The Global Zero report settled on a lower number, 10. I strongly
believe that the cost will increase, the cost per submarine, and that
we will be at severe risk, for reasons that you may well under-
stand, although we can’t really discuss them in detail here because
I think they may be classified. I would like a commitment that you
are committed as well to a fleet of 12 Ohio-class replacement sub-
marines.

Senator HAGEL. On that issue, I would want to talk with our
Chief of Naval Operations to get a better understanding of our
budget. I can tell you this. I am committed completely to modern-
izing our Navy and everything it includes and will require. I will
give you that commitment.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. I am sure you know that the Ohio-class
replacement program is really the cornerstone of our nuclear deter-
rence.

Senator HAGEL. I do.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Vital to our national security, but it re-
quires clear leadership and support from the next Secretary of De-
fense. I hope you will perhaps come back to us on that issue.

Senator HAGEL. I will. You and I will be discussing this, I am
sure, many times if I am confirmed. So thank you.
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Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

Going to the Virginia-class submarines, the next multiyear pur-
chase, known as Block IV, envisions 10 submarines. There is a
threat that it could be reduced to nine. For reasons related to both
cost and national security, I think that number should be 10.

The intent and spirit of the last NDAA was that it should be 10,
and I would like to ask you, similarly, for your commitment that
there will be 2 submarines for 2014 and that the program con-
tinues to be viable at the level of 10.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, I will commit to what we have com-
mitted to carry out what we need to fund and develop and build
in order to maintain the kind of modern Navy we are going to re-
quire. Those submarines, as you note, are cornerstones to that se-
curity.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. They are absolutely vital cornerstones, es-
sential building blocks to our national security as we move to the
Pacific-Asia theater and seek to advance our interests there. They
have the intelligence, reconnaissance, and surveillance capability
as well as, as you well know, counterterrorism, the importance. I
hope that that effort will continue, and I appreciate your commit-
ment.

Let me just finish with a question that I think goes back to the
contracting area where you were asked questions before. Senator
Ayotte and I, in a trip led by Senator McCain, recently visited Af-
ghanistan and were briefed—and I am going to try to make this
question brief—about the continuing corruption in the Afghanistan
Government. Deeply troubling and even shocking.

But equally so is the waste of American taxpayer dollars in part
because of the procedural roadblock to enforcement of section 841.
I am not going to quiz you on 841. So you can take a deep breath
there. But 841 is designed to protect American tax dollars from cor-
rupt contracts that, in fact, go to benefit the enemy.

We are working revisions that will make more effective the pro-
cedures for terminating those contracts, getting back American dol-
lars, extending those protections to nondefense dollars, and I hope
that we can have your commitment as well to work with us on that
area.

Senator HAGEL. You have my commitment, and I will enthu-
siastically work with you on this area.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. I appreciate your frank and forthright an-
swers, and I don’t know whether I will be here for the second round
of questioning, but I want to express my sincere gratitude to you
for your willingness to serve and your patience and forthrightness
in answering all our questions.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Blumenthal.

Senator Blunt.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Chairman.

Senator Hagel, thank you for being here today. Thank you for
your service to the country in so many ways and your willingness
to serve again. To see your wife and your brothers there behind you
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is an indication of the family commitment as well as your personal
commitment.

There are several things that I may get to in a second round on
Iran and sanctions. I was very involved in that unilateral sanctions
effort when I was in the House of Representatives. We drafted
some of that legislation in my office when I was in the House.

Our relationship with Israel is of great concern to me, and it is
a priority to our efforts in the Middle East. I think that is largely
exhausted in this first round, at least from my point of view. I may
want to come back to some of it later.

I want to talk a little bit about the ongoing structure of the force.
The Wall Street Journal in an editorial today said that the current
American military was the smallest, least modern, and least battle-
ready in recent memory.

I don’t think that means we are not maybe more modern than
anybody else in the world or more battle ready than anybody else
in the world. But I think that is a recognition that our investment
and the way we have used those resources has gotten them in a
position where we maybe need to be more focused on rebuilding
than we do building down.

Secretary Panetta has been very forthcoming in his comments
about the sort of across-the-board cutting approach of sequestra-
tion. What do we do to get our worn-out equipment and our worn-
out personnel in a better position a year from now than they are
right now? Your brief strategic view of that because I don’t have
very much time here.

Senator HAGEL. Yes. Senator, you have just identified one of the
priorities of the next few years at DOD. Resetting equipment and
essentially reshaping our force structure, but also renewing our
force structure.

The fact is we have been at war for 12 years. Every Senator here
knows and you have constituents that we keep sending these kids
back and back and back to two wars. Of course, there is going to
be a consequence. Something is going to break down, not only your
equipment, but your manpower. You can’t keep doing that.

So that is going to be an overall challenge, Senator, that is going
to take as much of my time, if I am confirmed, as anything, as it
will our Chiefs. Our Chiefs know this better than anyone, as we
structure, rebalance, renew, and re-outfit.

We have, I believe, a force structure that is as capable as ever.
I don’t accept that our force structure is somehow behind or not
modern or not capable. I don’t think that is true.

Senator BLUNT. I think the point that the editorial was making
was not that we were behind, but we are not at the quite as far
on the cutting edge as we may have been. I would hope you and
I would both want to see us get there.

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator BLUNT. Let me ask a question about that. Secretary
Gates said recently that one of his big concerns was that we repeat
the mistakes of what I think he referred to as a “procurement holi-
day” that we took in the 1970s and then, to some extent, again in
the 1990s. We spent a lot of time in the 10 years after that trying
to get built back up to where we had hoped to be.
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How, in these discussions of cutting, do we keep the lines open,
do we keep our effort ongoing? One of the things that I know quite
a bit about is the F-18 line because it is in St. Louis, MO, where
Boeing Military is. I do know that if you ever close that line down,
we are always talking about, well, what other country needs some
version of this, and how do we keep our capacity at a time when
there is this talk about cutting and not just cutting, but sort of cut-
ting everything a little bit, which means that some of the things
that get cut a little bit I think disappear because they can’t survive
if they are only partly there.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, you have just again identified one of
the great challenges that lies ahead, and that is maintaining our
industrial base. You use the F-18.

Senator BLUNT. There are lots of other lines. That just happens
to be the one I have been on the most times.

Senator HAGEL. No, I understand. But that is a good example of
what we are going to have to continue to keep strong.

The reality is, as you say, because we know what we have to deal
with, what our budgets are as a result of the Budget Act of 2011.
What we don’t know brings us back to the uncertainty of sequestra-
tion. Some of the examples you are using are good examples of
areas that will and can be, could be cut arbitrarily in order to fulfill
budget requirements.

I think what you have just noted again is going to be a huge part
of keeping our technological superiority, our edge. Senator
Blumenthal mentioned submarines. That is another component of
this. All the superior technical edge this country has possessed
since World War II has kept us, along with other things and for
other reasons, the strongest military power in the history of man.
That must be maintained.

Threats change. Cyber is a good example. I mean, 10 years ago,
nobody had any idea what we were talking about, cyber. Even 5
years ago. We have to adjust to that challenge, that reality.

Senator BLUNT. Let me see if I can——

Senator HAGEL. The core base, though, Senator, is exactly right,
and we have to protect that.

Senator BLUNT. We do. We have made efforts with our allies and
friends to give them some other version of equipment we had,
maybe not quite as good as we had, but something that keeps our
defense procurement lines in place so that when we do need them,
they are still there. That is critically important.

Before you were designated Secretary of Defense, as the potential
nominee for this job, in talking about sequestration, you made a
comment about there is lots of bloat—I am sure you have talked
about this comment quite a bit and are very familiar with it, more
than you were before you made it probably—in the Pentagon. What
do you have in mind there?

What is being done at the Pentagon that could maybe better be
done somewhere else or is being duplicated somewhere else? I
think in some of the follow-up of that, I saw you mentioned things
that should be in the State Department have gotten over to the
Pentagon. Are there examples of that that we can work on and you
will want to lead on?
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Senator HAGEL. Two things. First, that comment came in a large,
extended interview about budgets about everything, and that inter-
view was done in 2011 prior to the Budget Control Act, just to get
the timeframe right on that. I never supported sequestration, by
the way.

Now, to your question about what we could do. Obviously, much
of the conversation here in the last few hours has been about ac-
quisition, about waste, fraud, and abuse, billions of dollars. Why
aren’t we auditing these programs? Where is the accountability?
That is certainly an area that we are going to have to take a look
at.

My reference to State Department programs, some of the general
areas, I mentioned this this morning—where we have pushed down
on the military the last 12 years to do things that usually are done
out of State Department, aid type programs and exchange pro-
grams, helping civilian type programs in areas. That was all given
to the—not all, but a great deal of it was given to the military at
the time we were at war in Iraq and Afghanistan.

So the military has taken on a tremendous volume of assign-
ments and funding that goes with that. That needs to be sorted
through, I think. Those are areas where I think we

Senator BLUNT. One of your commitments will be to help us sort
through that?

Senator HAGEL. It has to be, Senator. It has to be.

Senator BLUNT. I am out of time, Senator. I will be here for the
second round.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Blunt.

Senator Donnelly.

Senator DONNELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ranking
Member. It is an honor to be part of this committee. I look forward
to working with my colleagues, and I am proud to serve the people
of Indiana.

We are the heartland of America, and Senator Hagel, we have
over 14,000 members of the National Guard. In our State, we have
the fourth-largest contingent of National Guard members in the en-
tire country. I want to thank you for your service to the country,
you along with all Vietnam veterans and other veterans, for what
you have done for our Nation. I appreciate your taking the time to
meet with me.

We had an extensive discussion, and your understanding of the
complex challenges we face in the Middle East and the importance
of our alliance with Israel. It is a special and historic relationship.
I believe it is a special and historic relationship. The people of my
State believe that as well.

I think it was important for you to let everyone know that there
can be no nuclear Iran, that there are lines that cannot be crossed,
and we will stand up and defend our friends and the entire world
in that area.

When we were together, I mentioned to you about my visit to
Crane Naval Warfare Systems in Indiana. What they do is they
work to create the technologies to control the spectrum, in effect,
try to win the battlefield before the battle ever starts on the
ground.
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We were wondering what can be done in this time of challenging
budgets to ensure that in the area of technology, in the area of
spectrum, we can maintain our budget so that, as I said, before the
war is ever started on the ground, we have won it on the spectrum
level? How critical is that in terms of your planning in the Defense
Department?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, I think that focus is on as much the
core challenge that the Pentagon has in front of it as any one
thing. This committee is going to be particularly important to help
the leaders of the Pentagon sort through that because, as evidenced
in the whole series of questions that have been asked today, Sen-
ator Blunt’s most recent questions, this is a time of priorities.

Budgets drive that, but missions should always drive everything.
What are going to be our missions in the Defense Department over
the next few years? How are we going to resource those missions?
What are the priorities going to be? It is the entire universe of
what the responsibilities are and how do we carry those respon-
sibilities out to secure this Nation?

Your general questions and most of the questions asked here
today have been about this. Until I would get over to the Pentagon,
if I am confirmed, and understand more of the specifics and work
with the Chiefs and get a better grasp of exactly what we have, 1
won’t be in a position to be able to say this or this or we will do
this or we won’t.

Obviously, that is why I say this committee, the authorizing com-
mittees are going to be particularly important.

Senator DONNELLY. My next question probably ties into that as
well, which is, as I mentioned, we have over 14,000 members of the
Guard in our State, Army Reserves. They have done tour after tour
after tour in Iraq and in Afghanistan. As we wind down, I think
it is critical to make sure that we have a strategic plan for the
Guard in the future so that the Guard we have today, equipment-
wise, it is struggling on equipment. We have to upgrade not only
our vehicles, but in other areas as well.

I guess the question is, how do you view the mission of the
Guard in the years ahead?

Senator HAGEL. During our conversation and a couple of the
questions I have had here today on the Guard, I have said I am
committed to a strong National Guard. It is an essential part of our
force structure going into the future. I think it was proven quite
clearly and effectively the last 12 years.

That will be maintained. I think further evidence of that, putting
a Chief of the National Guard into the Joint Chiefs. You have my
commitment that I will be continually focused on that integration
and the upgrading in every way.

Senator DONNELLY. I have had the privilege of working with
General Shinseki in recent years on veterans issues, but I think
back to when he testified regarding Iraq and talked about how
many troops he thought were needed and all the repercussions that
came out of that not only for the general, but in so many ways.

I think it is critical that the generals and the people in the Pen-
tagon provide you with the most unvarnished information possible.
They tell you exactly what they think. You tell them exactly what
you think, and that nobody at any time has their career affected
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for telling you the truth. I want to make sure that is the way that
you are approaching this as well.

Senator HAGEL. That is the way I would approach it. I value
that. There is no other way to assure that we are getting the best,
the most honest advice from our most capable leaders than to say
it like that.

The General Shinseki episode was a very unfortunate episode in
this country, what happened to him for telling the truth. I will as-
sure this committee that if I am Secretary of Defense that kind of
thing will never happen, for a general officer, a senior commander
to be handled and treated that way when he told the truth to the
Congress of the United States.

Senator DONNELLY. I will say, and I know you know this, the job
he has done for veterans as the VA Secretary has been extraor-
dinary.

Another area in regards to not only our veterans, which we are
challenged with right now, but also on Active Duty, is the suicide
rate. It has been heartbreaking. In 2012, we lost more Active Duty
members to suicide than we did in fighting in Afghanistan.

I know General Chiarelli has at this point basically dedicated his
life to trying to solve this problem. I want to make sure that the
Defense Department is going to lean all in to try to fix this and
provide the care and help and answers so that that number goes
to zero in the years ahead.

Senator HAGEL. You have my complete commitment on this
issue.

Senator DONNELLY. It is something that our veterans then face
as well. It is also a transition issue that as much as you can work
with the VA, as our Active Duties transition out and our National
Guard when they go home, that they have somebody to talk to,
somebody to tell how they feel, and somebody who understands
what they are going through because if we can help with that, they
have borne the burden of battle, and we owe them. We owe them
everything.

Another question I wanted to ask you about is Pakistan. As we
know, the incredible challenges we have in Afghanistan, so much
of it is caused by Pakistan. We spent about or provided about $2.5
billion in aid. Do you think those were dollars well spent?

Senator HAGEL. Pakistan is a complicated relationship. It is a
nuclear power. They cooperate with the United States on some
things. We have difficulties with them on others.

As to your question on investment in Pakistan, we condition that
assistance. We must continue to condition that assistance. I think
Pakistan is too dangerous and that area of the world is so clearly
in the national security interest of this country that we just can’t
walk away from it and not deal with them.

It is complicated. It is imperfect. But this is where all the levers
of influence and relationships and diplomacy and economics and
power come into play. How we wisely use all of those resources is
going to determine some of the outcomes.

We have to be honest as well. We are dealing with factors there
that we don’t agree with, that we have difficulties with. But again,
we have to continue to work at it, and I believe that we will and
we should.
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Senator DONNELLY. Senator, thank you very much.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Donnelly.

Senator Cruz.

Senator CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, I want to thank you for being here, and I want
to begin by thanking you for your honorable service to our Nation,
for your personal sacrifice that you have put into standing and
fighting for this country.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator CrUZ. I would like to begin by addressing a question of
process. In your prepared statements today, you describe that you
have given hundreds of speeches and interviews.

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Senator CRUZ. This committee asked you in this process to sub-
mit those speeches in the last 5 years, and in response to that, you
handed over a total of four speeches. In my view, that submission
was facially insufficient for this committee to assess your record.

Indeed, your financial disclosure revealed you had received paid
honoraria in the past year for 12 speeches, and yet you did not
even hand over those speeches for which you were paid substantial
sums of money. Beyond that, 2 days ago, 6 Senators, including
Ranking Member Inhofe, sent you a letter asking for financial dis-
closure. You have not chosen to respond to that letter.

That letter in particular asked about the private organizations
that have paid you over the past 5 years and the degree to which
any of those funding sources have come from foreign countries, for-
eign nationals, foreign sovereign debt funds. You chose not to re-
spond to that letter.

In my view, unless and until you respond to the requests of
members of this committee, this committee does not have a proper
record on which to assess your confirmation, and I think we need
full disclosure and adequate time to assess that.

Now I would like to ask initially a point of clarification. With re-
spect to the International Criminal Court, do you believe the
gniteg States should become a party to the International Criminal

ourt?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, may I quickly respond to your first com-
ment?

Senator CRUZ. I would like you to answer my question. My time
is limited.

Senator HAGEL. That question is one that I am most likely not
going to be dealing with, as Secretary of Defense.

Senator CRUZ. It is a simple question. Do you think we should
be a member of the International Criminal Court? I am asking for
your judgment on whether the United States should be a party.

Senator HAGEL. I support where the United States is today.

Senator CRUZ. We are not a party today. You think we should
not be a party. Is that a correct statement of your position?

Senator HAGEL. That is correct, yes.

Senator CRUZ. Okay. Thank you.

I would like to draw your attention to an interview you did in
2009 with Al Jazeera. With the chairman’s indulgence, if we can
play an excerpt of that interview?
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[Video excerpt shown.]

-huck Hagel interview with the Riz k

Available at http:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=1gcE[IXdd3k

Exchange #1:

GUEST HOST: This Marley, from London. Go ahead with your question.

CALLER: Hello, sir. Good evening. [t's very good—ah—proposition. But first of all I
believe very strongly, I believe the current leadership around the world that there is
a moral failure going on. Unless they have a moral capacity to talk and do what they
talk. For example, if you look at Palestine there is no war, there is a war crime and
they is not dealing with it. But, in Sudan, they are dealing with it and they are really
biased justice. And, if you look at Sri Lanka, the Tamars being killed is a genocide of
war going on in Sri Lanka. Nothing being done. So there is a total moral failure.

GUEST HOST: So—Marley. What is your question in regards to the issue we're
talking about, the reduction of nuclear weapons.

CALLER: Yes, my question is that, leaders, there is a total moral failure unless we
bring these leaders to a moral standard, nothing can be done. That's my question.
What do you think about it?

HAGEL: Well, I think you're exactly right. And, I said in my opening statement that
leadership is critical, because we know in life that nothing is ever accomplished
without leadership.

Senator CRUZ. Now in that excerpt, Senator Hagel, the caller
suggests that the Nation of Israel has committed war crimes, and
your response to that was not to dispute that characterization, but
indeed to describe what he said as, “Well, I think that is exactly
right.”

I would like to ask you, do you think the Nation of Israel has
committed war crimes?

Senator HAGEL. No, I do not, Senator. I would want to look at
the full context of the interview. But to answer your question, no.

Senator CRUZ. The context of that question, we played the en-
tirety of it, and I wanted to give you that context so you could hear
the question and you can hear your response. I would suggest that
a suggestion that Israel has committed war crimes is particularly
offensive, given that the Jewish people suffered under the most
horrific war crimes in the Holocaust.

I would also suggest that for the Secretary of Defense or prospec-
tive Secretary of Defense not to take issue with that claim is highly
troubling. I would also point out in 2006 your characterization of
the Nation of Israel’s action, and that was in a speech on the floor
of the Senate, you referred to Israel’s military campaign against
the terrorist group Hezbollah as a “sickening slaughter”.

Now I would suggest the characterizations, do you think it is
right that Israel was committing a “sickening slaughter,” as you
said on the floor of the Senate?

Senator HAGEL. Again, I would want to read all of it, what I said.
First, I have said many, many times, Senator, every nation has a
right to defend itself.
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Senator CRUZ. Do you think a “sickening slaughter” would con-
stitute a war crime?

Senator HAGEL. No. Depends on were they attacked, depends on
many factors. If Israel was defending itself, there was slaughter
going on on both sides.

Senator CRUZ. Does one typically characterize defending yourself
against terrorism as a “sickening slaughter”?

Senator HAGEL. No, but again, Senator, I would want to look at
everything because

Senator CRUZ. Okay. Let us look at another excerpt from the
same interview, if we can play the second excerpt?

[Video excerpt shown.]

i w
Available at : Iy= 1 3k

Exchange #2:

GUEST HOST: We've got an email from Wendy Day. She writes to us from Georgia,
here in the United States. And, she writes, “Can the rest of the world be persuaded to
give up their arsenal when the image of the U.S. is that of the world's bully? Don’t we
indeed need to change the perception and the reality before asking folks to lay down
their arms (nuclear or otherwise)?

HAGEL: Well, her observation is a good one and it’s relevant. Yes, to her question.

Senator CRUZ. Senator Hagel, do you think it is appropriate for
the chief civilian leader of the U.S. military forces to agree with the
statement that both the perception “and the reality” is that the
United States is “the world’s bully”?

Senator HAGEL. I didn’t hear her say that, by the way, of the
United States, and I think my comment was it is a relevant and
good observation. I don’t think I said that I agree with it.

Senator CRUZ. With respect, I think the record speaks for itself.
It was in writing that she said the United States is “the world’s
bully,” that it is the reality, and your response, you did say you
agree with it. You said, “Her observation is a good one. It is rel-
evant. Uh, yes, to her question.”

You explicitly agreed with the characterization of the United
States as the world’s bully, and I would suggest that is not a char-
acterization. I think the United States has spilled more blood, more
treasure standing for freedom, liberating people across the world.
To go on Al Jazeera, a foreign network, broadcasting propaganda
to nations that are hostile to us and to explicitly agree with the
characterization of the United States as the world’s bully, I would
suggest is not the conduct one would expect of a Secretary of De-
fense.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, she said that was an observation.

Senator CRUZ. I will point out that her quote was “the perception
and the reality”. With that, my time is expired. I look forward to
a second round of questioning.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.
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Now what we are going to do, given the fact that some of those
tapes there are—they need to be transcribed to be made part of the
record so that people can judge exactly what was said and what
was asked. I heard that first question, by the way, as a response
to the need for moral leadership. I didn’t hear it the way Senator
Cruz did.

But in any event, it is important that the words be transcribed
so they can be made part of the record. It is a rather unusual
thing. I told Senator Cruz that I preferred that we have a tran-
script and that you be asked questions from a transcript, but that
I didn’t want to stop him from offering the tape of it, and he went
ahead and did it.

In any event, the fair thing now is that the transcript of each of
those segments be made part of the record and that we give also
Senator Hagel an opportunity, should he want either on this ques-
tion or, by the way, on other questions, an opportunity to answer
for the record in any way he might proceed as though he were an-
swering questions for the record.

Senator CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We will be happy to provide a transcript, and we will also be
making public a link both to these excerpts and to the entire tran-
script so that anyone who wants can view it in its entirety and as-
sess it in context.

Chairman LEVIN. That would be very helpful. Thank you, Sen-
ator Cruz.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Link to Full Clip Show:
http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/rizkhan/2009/03/200933174623720671 html

Clip#1 (time stamp: 6:20)

Host: Well let’s go to one of our viewers who’s calling in from London, this is Marley from
London, go ahead with your question.

Marley: Hello, sir, good evening, it’s a very good proposition, but first of all I believe, very
strongly I believe, that current leadership around the world, that there is a moral failure going on,
unless they have a moral capacity to talk and do what they talk, for example, if you look at
Palestine, there is no war, there is a war crime and they’re not dealing with it, but in Sudan they
are dealing with it, and they are really biased justice and if you look at Sri Lanka, the Tamils
being killed, there is a genocidal war going on in Sri Lanka, nothing being done, so there is a
certain moral failure. ..

Host: So Marley, what is your question with regards to the issue we are talking about, the
reduction of nuclear weapons?

Marley: Yes, my question is that leaders there’s a total moral failure unless we bring these
leaders to a moral standard, nothing can be done, that’s my question, what do you think about it?

Host: Ok, thank you, let me put that to the Senator.

Hagel: Well I think you're exactly right, and I said in my opening statement, that that leadership
is critical, because we know in life, nothing is ever accomplished without leadership. I think it’s
interesting that the two leaders that we’re talking about specifically of Russia and the United
States, Mr. Obama and Mr. Medvedev, are both in their 40s. And it represents a new generation
of thinking, now again, that’s a long leap between that thinking and commitment to getting it
done, and again, we’re well aware of the difficulties, but we must start somewhere, and that kind
of as the caller says, that kind of moral leadership is absolutely critical. Now, the reality is we are
going to continue to have unfortunately conflict in the world, but we can’t as leaders of the world
stand back and just say, well there’s nothing we can do about it, we owe the next generation of
mankind far more than that and I do believe that if we can commit ourselves, and enough leaders
will join this effort, and I believe for example the G20 here that is meeting, as they discuss this
issue and other issues, I don’t know of one of those leaders that would not commit to some at
least moral obligation responsibility to try to rid the earth of nuclear weapons.

Clip#2 (time stamp: 8:50)

Host: We've got an email from Wendy Day, she writes to us from Georgia, here in the United
States and she writes: Can the rest of the world be persuaded to give up their arsenal when the
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image of the U.S. is that of the world’s bully? Don’t we indeed need to change the perception
and the redlity before asking folks to lay down their arms (nuclear or otherwise)?

Hagel: Mmm-hm, well, her observation is a good one, and it’s relevant, uh, yes to her question,
and again I think that’s all part of leadership, that’s why this must begin with the United States
and Russia. Look for example what President Obama has done in the first two months he’s been
in office, his Secretary of State, Mrs. Clinton, has met with the Russian foreign minister, she’s
been in five regions of the world, the President of the United States is out of the United States
now, will be in different parts of the world over the next week, I think that is the beginning of,
not just symbolism of reaching out, but in fact engaging, in listening, finding common ground to
build common interest based on consensus, and we’re going to have differences, we will always
have differences, but we should define our relationships based not on those differences but on
our common interests.

Host: Well, [ mean, that brings us to the new administration that is here in Washington, I think
that perception of the United States being a bully in the world has come largely from what the
previous administration has done.

Hagel: Oh I think that’s right, and we are now in our unfortunately 7% and 8" year in two long
wars, That’s not all America’s fault, of course not. But I think this last administration misplayed
a lot of the great good will that redounded to this country and the American people after the
terrorist attacks on our country on September 11, 2001, The fact is, the past is the past, we now
move forward, let’s try to get to high ground and fix some of these great problems and
challenges for mankind, working together, I believe we can do that.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Hirono.

Senator HIRONO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber Inhofe.

I join my colleagues in welcoming you, Senator Hagel.

We live in a complex world, and any Secretary of Defense should
ask tough questions, maybe not particularly politically popular
questions. I see you, Senator Hagel, as that kind of person, based
on your service to our country, your conduct and responses to the
ﬁugstions asked of you today, and the conversation that you and I

a

Turning to your statement this morning, you talked about look-
ing at our future threats and challenges and why DOD is rebal-
ancing its resources toward the Asia-Pacific region. Of course, this
kind of rebalance is critically important to Hawaii in our forward
position in the Pacific.

Would you expand as to why and what particular economic or
national security factors come into play as we rebalance to the
Asia-Pacific region?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, you know better than most your region
and its importance and why it will continue to be important to the
world, but certainly to the United States. As I noted in my opening
statement and you know, we have always been a Pacific power. We
have been a Pacific power because we have clear economic interests
there. We have diplomatic security interests there. We have strong
allies there. I mentioned some of them in my opening statement.

When we look at the growth of economies, we look at trade
growth, we look at population growth, the rise of China. But not
just China, but that entire Asia-Pacific region, we need to stay rel-
evant to opportunities as well as challenges in all areas, but in par-
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ticular the areas that we see as emerging as to the largest, most
significant economic security issues and challenges and opportuni-
ties.

It is appropriate that any nation rebalance assets. You have to
be relevant to the times, to the shifts, the changes. Our world
today is totally different than it was 12 years ago. Our force struc-
ture is being refit, and we are looking at a far more agile, flexible
force structure as our economies are becoming more agile and flexi-
ble.

For all those reasons and more, that is why we are doing what
I think is exactly the right thing to do. Doesn’t mean, as I said in
my opening statement, that we are abandoning anybody or any
part of the world. We can’t.

Senator HIRONO. Senator, as we live in times of budget con-
straints, will you commit to keeping me and this committee in-
formed as you develop the strategies and contemplate force posture
adjustments that go along with this kind of rebalancing?

Senator HAGEL. Yes. I look forward to it.

Senator HIRONO. I am very heartened by your perspective, turn-
ing to another question, that you always ask the question, is the
policy working—worthy of the men and women that we send into
battle and possibly to their deaths? I am very heartened by that
kind of a perspective from someone who served our country.

What will be your top priorities as you look to care for the men
and women in uniform and their families?

Senator HAGEL. As I said in my opening statement, the welfare,
the safety, the success of our men and women in uniform is my top
priority, has been and will continue to be, and their families.

Senator HIRONO. Do you have any specific programmatic ways
that you will reflect that?

Senator HAGEL. First, to implement the law. We have a number
of new laws, policies that are in the process of being implemented.
We have spoken about some here today. I will assure, if confirmed,
that we do that.

As I said in my opening statement, we will assure that every
military man and woman and their families are given exactly the
same opportunities and rights as each other and all members of the
Armed Forces.

Senator HIRONO. I also take to heart your belief in the impor-
tance of the core nation and the work between DOD and the VA,
and I understand that you have a strong relationship with Sec-
retary Shinseki. With your experience as a veteran and having
been a senior leader in the Veterans Administration, what will be
your primary challenges and goals as you look to collaborate with
Secretary Shinseki and the VA?

Senator HAGEL. It will be the same that Secretary Panetta and,
before him, Secretary Gates initiated in closer collaboration be-
tween the two agencies, and that means the integration of our sys-
tems. As our men and women transition out from Active Duty into
civilian life or retired life and are going to require the assistance
of some veterans assistance programs, a closer integration.

We know that the backlogs now are still far, far too long to get
evaluations of whether it is post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD)
or whatever the health issue is. I think continuing to work with
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Secretary Shinseki, as Secretaries Panetta and Gates did, but
strengthening that integration of those systems, of leadership, of
our people understanding each other better, and maximizing the
resources that each agency has and making those resources more
value-added and count more.

Senator HIRONO. I had an opportunity to meet with Secretary
Shinseki recently, and those kinds of collaborative efforts are not
happening as expeditiously as we would like. I certainly hope that
you will have a renewed sense of urgency about the outcomes of
these collaborative efforts because, of course, the bottom line is it
is to help our men and women who are transitioning out of uniform
into civilian life.

I hope that we have that kind of commitment, strong commit-
ment from you for outcomes.

Senator HAGEL. You have my strong commitment.

Senator HIRONO. DOD is the United States’ largest consumer of
energy, and we talked about that briefly when you came to see me.
It is clear that the military will benefit greatly from cheaper, more
stable fuel costs over the long term. Promising work is being done
in this area to commercialize alternative fuels that can be produced
abundantly in the United States.

Of course, this kind of collaboration is very important for Hawaii
as being the most oil-dependent State in the entire country. If con-
firmed, will you continue to emphasize and prioritize research, de-
velopment, and, where possible, deployment of renewable fuels as
well as enhanced energy efficiency efforts to reduce DOD’s energy
costs over the long term?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, as you have noted, DOD is the largest
user of certainly liquid fuels. But I think our energy budget, I don’t
know the exact number, but it’s probably around $18 billion a year.

Anything we can do to make any aspect of securing our country
more cost effective fuel, we need to look at, and I would make that
a high priority, if I am confirmed and go over to the Defense De-
partment, to see if we could—how we do that, how we can continue
to do that, because in the end, for all the reasons you know, it is
just clearly in the interest of our country, our resources, and our
people.

Senator HIRONO. Certainly, continuing to fund research and de-
velopment efforts in these areas will accrue to us in the long term
in terms of huge, huge cost savings for DOD.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator HIRONO. Thank you. My time is up.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Hirono.

Now here is the situation we have. This first vote is a 10-minute
vote apparently, and all the subsequent votes are 10 minutes.

Senator Lee, I am happy to call upon you now, but you would
have to kind of keep track of this yourself and have your staff keep
track of it. If you want to take the risk, there may be some risk
if you took your full 8 minutes.

I would be happy to recess now instead of after your questions.
We are going to recess for the five votes. It will be about an hour.
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Would you like to start now and then take a chance that you
might not finish? Or would you rather start at the beginning after
an hour recess?

Senator LEE. Thank you for that offer, Mr. Chairman.

I better not risk the possibility of missing a vote. I would prefer
that you recess now.

Chairman LEVIN. We are now going to recess for about an hour.
But I want you all to follow this.

At the last vote—and it may not be the fifth vote. There may be
four votes. We don’t know. It is up to five votes. The final vote,
though, we know will be called final passage of the debt limit bill.
We will start, we will begin about 5 minutes after the beginning
of that vote.

We will stand in recess. [Recessed.]

Chairman LEVIN. The committee will come back to order.

Senator Lee.

Senator LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Senator Hagel, for joining us today and for answer-
ing the questions that have been asked to you so far. I'd like to talk
to you for a few minutes about Israel. Israel is, I believe, America’s
most important ally, certainly in the Middle East and in many re-
spects in the entire world. A lot of people in this body are con-
cerned, quite appropriately, about making sure that alliance re-
mains strong, about making sure that our interests as Americans
are protected abroad. A lot of us feel like one of the best ways of
protecting American national security is through that alliance in
the Middle East.

On April 12, 2002, there was a Palestinian terrorist who deto-
nated a bomb in downtown dJerusalem, killing 6 Israelis and
wounding I believe about 100 others. On that day, while you were
still serving in the U.S. Senate, you gave a speech on the Senate
floor. You made a couple of comments that I'd like to discuss with
you and ask you a little bit about.

In one segment of the speech you said: “We understand Israel’s
right to defend itself. We're committed to that. We’ve helped Israel
defend that right. We will continue to do so. But it should not be
at the expense of the Palestinian people, innocent Palestinian peo-
ple, and innocent Israelis who are paying a high price.”

Some who have read that have reacted with concern that this
may be indicative of a feeling on your part that there might be
some moral equivalency between on the one hand Israel’s exercise
of its right to defend itself and on the other hand Palestinian ter-
rorism. Do you believe that there is a moral equivalency between
these two things?

Senator HAGEL. Oh, absolutely not, Senator.

Senator LEE. Do you understand how others might read this
statement in such a way that could leave them with that impres-
sion?

Senator HAGEL. I do.

Senator LEE. How do you respond to it? In other words, do Pal-
estinians, let’s say those Palestinians who have engaged in acts of
terrorism, perhaps in retaliation against Israel for Israel defending
itself, do they have a legitimate gripe?



106

Senator HAGEL. Terrorism can never be justified under any cir-
cumstances.

Senator LEE. Is their grievance legitimate?

Senator HAGEL. The Palestinians?

Senator LEE. Yes, the Palestinians who decide to strap a bomb
onto themselves and detonate it or otherwise engage in acts of ter-
ror; do they have a legitimate grievance that they're expressing?

Senator HAGEL. They have grievances. A lot of people have griev-
ances——

Senator LEE. Are those grievances legitimate?

Senator HAGEL.—but not a justification for terrorism and killing
innocent people, never.

Senator LEE. Are they on par with the grievances that innocent
Israelis have when they become the victims of violent acts?

Senator HAGEL. I don’t think you can judge whether it’s Israelis
or Palestinians or anybody in the world in separating innocent vic-
tims of terrorism.

Senator LEE. I think you can in some circumstances, can’t you?
I mean——

Senator HAGEL. Not victims.

Senator LEE. For heaven’s sakes, though—oh, okay, maybe not
victims. Can you, and indeed must you not, judge when it comes
to one group of people who may at least be willing to recognize the
other group of people’s right to exist?

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely. In fact, 'm clearly on the record on
that point. In fact, in 2006 there was the Anti-Palestinian Terrorist
Act that I voted for, and there are a number of other resolutions,
acts, votes, speeches I've made. In my book I have said unequivo-
cally Hezbollah, Hamas specifically, they must renounce terrorism,
and first they must accept Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish home-
land, respect the borders, protect the borders. Absolutely, I've made
that very clear.

Senator LEE. Okay. Now, later on in the same speech you asked
a question. You referred to the fact, that we really need to develop
peace in the Middle East, and you asked the question: “Who guar-
antees this peace?” You then continue by asking another question:
“If in fact we expect Israel to pull back to their pre-1967 borders,
who guarantees that peace?”

Does this, Senator Hagel, reflect sentiment on your part that
that is a legitimate way of solving the peace process, of bringing
about peace in Israel, in the Middle East, is by asking Israel to
withdraw to its pre-1967 borders?

Senator HAGEL. No, not at all. What I said was, as you just
quoted me, who guarantees the security of Israel’s borders? Israel’s
borders must be secure. That’s part of the fundamentals of the
Quartet Principles of 2006, in fact, the U.N. Resolutions 242 and
337 and other resolutions. That’s paramount, the guarantee of the
security of Israel and its borders.

Senator LEE. I understand that part of the question related to
how we bring about that peace, and I want to get back to that in
a minute. But another part of the question started from the
premise that Israel would be withdrawing to its pre-1967 borders.
Do you view that as a tenable solution? Do you believe such bor-
ders are militarily defensible?
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Senator HAGEL. I think that’s all negotiable. The Quartet Prin-
ciples of 2006, which President Bush laid down, and a two-state so-
lution, all those issues have to be resolved. Land for peace, trading
land, all those issues are final status issues that are absolutely key
to the future of Israel or before Israel can agree to anything.

Senator LEE. So you’re saying that you might describe a resolu-
tion of this crisis involving withdrawal to the pre-1967 borders as
perhaps one among several tenable solutions?

Senator HAGEL. It’s part of what’s been talked about and defined
in, as I said, the 2006 Quartet Principles and U.N. resolutions that
that is part of a final status set of issues that have to be resolved.
The United States and no other country can impose that on Israel.
That is a negotiable issue, but it’s been out there, and that remains
to be dealt with in negotiations.

Senator LEE. Is it one that you think the United States should
encourage?

Senator HAGEL. I would encourage peace and a secure, safe
Israel. That’s what I think most of us would want to see.

Senator LEE. Okay. Now, in 2009 you made a statement sug-
gesting that U.S. ground troops should be sent to that part of the
world and installed as U.N. peacekeepers in a “non-militarized Pal-
estinian state”. Is this something you stand behind today? Is this
an approach that you think is appropriate?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, I don’t have the facts behind me, in
front of me, but I don’t think that was a recommendation I was
making. If I recall, my comments—and you may be able to give me
exactly the comments—were in the context of how do you secure
Israel’s border, who secures Israel’s border? For example, General
Brent Scowcroft has suggested at times maybe this is a peace-
keeping role for NATO. That was what that was all about.

Senator LEE. Senator, my time has expired. I need to ask you
one more question. I understand that you have made a statement
indicating that there is no justification for Palestinian suicide
bombers, but that there is also no justification for Israel to “keep
Palestinians caged up like animals”. Did you say that, and if so do
you stand by that statement today?

Senator HAGEL. I said it, and I don’t remember the context or
when I said it. But——

Senator LEE. Do you believe today that Israel keeps Palestinians
caged up like animals?

Senator HAGEL. No. If I had an opportunity to edit that, like
many things I've said, I would like to go back and change the
words and the meaning. No, it was I think in a larger context. I've
said many, many things over many years. It was a larger context
of the frustration and what’s happening, which is not in Israel’s in-
teres‘i, to find ways that we can help bring peace and security to
Israel.

If T had a chance to go back and edit it, I would. I regret that
I used those words.

Senator LEE. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Lee.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member.
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Welcome, Senator Hagel. It was good to see you with my dear
friend Senator Warner, decorated Navy and Marine Corps veteran
from World War II and the Korean War, Secretary of the Navy,
long-time member of this committee. You couldn’t have a better
ally than Senator Warner and it was good to see him here.

He exemplifies—and forgive my Virginia-centrism for a minute.
He exemplifies something that’s very important about our Com-
monwealth. Our map is a map of the military history of this coun-
try: Yorktown, Appomattox, the Pentagon, where Setptember 11 oc-
curred. There’s a ceremony in Arlington tonight for the commis-
sioning of a new amphib, the USS Arlington, that will be commis-
sioned in Norfolk in April.

We care very deeply about these events. One in nine Virginians
is a veteran. Not one in nine voters, not one in nine adults, but
birth to death, one in nine is a veteran. When you add in Active
Duty, Guard, Reserve, DOD civilian, DOD contractor, and their
families, now you’re talking about probably one in three of us. We
care very, very deeply about all that’s within DOD.

Virginians talk all the time about national security concerns and
threats. Let me be plain, the threat and the concern that Vir-
ginians are now talking about more than any other is the inability
of Congress to find a way forward on reasonable budget com-
promise. That’s what’s in the newspapers, that’s what’s in the
headlines.

At the direction of Deputy Secretary Ash Carter, DOD is now
cutting expenditures and planning for future cuts. We have a loom-
ing sequester on March 1 and then a CR expiration on March 27.
I'm very worried at the macro level about DOD’s ability to pursue
and execute appropriate national security objectives in this time of
congressional inability to find budget compromise.

The current CR limits flexibility, for example, of the military to
appropriately tailor resources to the appropriate ends under a CR.
The Navy has no flexibility to meet a $3.7 billion operations and
maintenance shortfall.

I'm new here. To me it seems like funding the military through
CR is poor business, poor budgeting, poor governance. I'm worried
about its effect upon the morale of all of our men and women in
service.

My first question is a really simple one: Do you agree that we,
Congress, must finish an fiscal year 2013 appropriations process as
soon as possible to allow DOD to move forward with this year’s
funding decisions, rather than continuing to be bound by an fiscal
year 2012 CR?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, I do. I think I've been very clear on that
point all day today. You have described it accurately.

Senator KAINE. My second question is related, is about seques-
tration. To me, again the new guy, allowing budget sequestration—
the cavalier discussions I've seen in some newspapers recently by
Members of Congress about the fact that it’s reality and we prob-
ably can’t change it makes absolutely no sense.

I'm kind of curious and interested to see whether it might be
more sensible to sort of even realign the deadlines, the sequester
deadline. We are now, based on the vote we just had on the floor
of the Senate, in a budgetary process where there’s a strong likeli-
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hood that we’ll be able to produce budgets together with the House.
Why would we be making short-term one-off decisions that are
holdovers from a previous Congress that couldn’t get it right when
we are embarking upon a budget process? To my way of thinking,
that’s the way you ought to make revenue and spending decisions,
in accord with a budget, rather than through gimmicks like seques-
ter.

I think we’re going to get out of this budget uncertainty, but
when we do you will have the task, if confirmed, of being the Sec-
retary of Defense in a resource-constrained environment and you're
going to have to deal, hopefully in a more thoughtful budgetary
process with Congress, on how to make priorities about spending.
I'd like to have you talk a little bit about how you would approach
that administrative task in a resource-constrained world, how
you're going to approach that task of dealing with these fiscal reali-
ties.

Senator HAGEL. First, as I noted this morning in my opening
statement, if I am confirmed I would intend to make this relation-
ship between the Secretary of Defense and Congress a partnership,
much as Secretary Panetta has done. I think it’s critically impor-
tant for many reasons. Let’s start with the budget. You authorize,
you appropriate. The Federal Government is captive to that author-
ization and appropriation, and each Department must work within
the budgetary framework of those resources.

I have said that, like all of these big issues, it is a matter of, first
of all, clearly defining the mission in its entirety as to what is the
mission of DOD, then what are our priorities as they fit into our
strategic interests around the world, and the how do you do it?
How do you manage it? How do you lead?

That includes working closely with the Chiefs. That includes
working with all the leadership within DOD. It’s about teams, it’s
about people, and it’s about building consensus in Congress as well
as within the military.

Each Military Chief has a responsibility for his or her areas and
Service, and that’s as it should be. Obviously, Goldwater-Nichols
integrated our Services, which was the right thing. I think most
people agree with that. But also, the Commandant of the Marine
Corps and each Chief has a responsibility to look out for the inter-
ests of their Service. The coordination of those efforts and the un-
derstanding the bigger picture are critically important. Those are
all different elements, not unlike you as a governor at one time,
would bring to the job.

Senator KAINE. Senator, switching gears for a minute, it is still
kind of hard to contemplate that if confirmed you would be the first
enlisted person to hold the position of Secretary of Defense, and I
want to ask a question about especially our enlisteds. Senator
Manchin touched upon it earlier, the unacceptably high rate of un-
employment of folks exiting military service. I think officers have
a little bit easier time, but when we see an unemployment rate
among enlisteds that is higher than the national average, when
they’'ve sacrificed, when they’ve given, and when they have leader-
ship and technical skills that could benefit a civilian workforce, we
know something is wrong.
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There have been some pilot projects through the NDAAs in 2012
and 2013 to focus on an issue that matters a lot to me, and we
talked about it, how to credential Active Duty military while they
are in their military occupational specialties, while they are gain-
ing technical skills, with credentials that mean something in the ci-
vilian workforce, so that when they leave they’re not just an E-5
or a gunny sergeant, which people in the civilian workforce may
not understand, but they actually have the credentials that the ci-
vilian-hiring workforce does understand.

Are you committed to pushing forward on those pilot programs
and expanding them so that we can get at this unemployment
issue?

Senator HAGEL. Absolutely. Again, I noted that in my opening
statement, Senator. I think I have some experience in that area
over the years. I'm committed to that. As I said, nothing is more
important than our men and women and their families. That
doesn’t mean just throughout their time in our service to our coun-
try, but afterward. What this country commits to them, we must
fulfill that commitment.

Senator KAINE. One last comment, Senator Hagel, not a ques-
tion. As the topics have come up today, when we talked about Iran
and the threat of a nuclear Iran, we’ve often talked about it as
linked with Israel’s security, which it is. They’re Holocaust deniers
and they've threatened the security of the State of Israel. But I
want to make sure that everybody in this chamber understands it’s
not just about the security of Israel.

The Iranian nuclear threat is a much bigger one. It is very clear
that if Iran gets nuclear weapons that other nations will start to
do the same thing, and that would cut completely counter to I
know principles that you hold, principles the President holds. It’s
not just on Israel’s shoulders to be worried about a nuclear Iran.
It is a threat that we all need to worry about.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you. I agree. I think, just to add one point
on that, you all know, of course, and many have been involved in
this over the years, the current P5 Plus 1 engagement to get all
five members of the U.N. Security Council together on this one
issue. Now, we have variations of exactly what should be done. But
I think that gives the world some indication of how Russia, China,
the United States, and essentially all nations of the world view the
threat of a nuclear Iran.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Senator.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Kaine.

Senator Vitter.

Senator VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Senator, for being here, and thank you very much for
your military service.

My single biggest concern, Senator, about the nomination is the
dramatic flip-flops between your past statements and record and
what you’re saying as the nominee. They're about key core issues,
and we’ve discussed some of those today. I wanted to focus on that,
and I apologize if I go over some of the things that have come up
before. I couldn’t be here for most of the hearing.
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In 2006, when Israel was responding to attacks by Hezbollah
from Lebanon, you called that response a “sickening slaughter” and
you accused Israel of “the systematic destruction of an American
friend, the country and people of Lebanon”. What do you say about
those quotes today?

Senator HAGEL. Well, first, I said them. I’ve been asked about
them. I have said I regret saying that. It was in the larger context
of a speech I made about what was going on, the 30-some days of
war going on. I also included in that speech the responsibility of
Hezbollah, who started the war. So it wasn’t exactly the way you
just noted it. The language is exact, what you just said, but it was
a larger context.

Yes, I regret that language. But I think the bigger point is, Sen-
ator—and I have noted this all morning—my unequivocal support
of Israel over the years. There’s been no flip-flop on that. How I've
voted, I've never voted against anything but Israel’s interests in
every vote I've cast in the U.S. Senate. I've said it in my book.
They’re a special, historic ally. We will always support them and
defend them. I've said it in my speeches.

There’s no flip-flop on my support for Israel.

Senator VITTER. Is there a flip-flop on your calling their response
to Hezbollah “the systematic destruction of an American friend, the
country and people of Lebanon”? Do you stand by that today?

Senator HAGEL. I just said I said that, and I said that I regretted
saying that. But that’s not——

Senator VITTER. Do you stand by those words, or is that a flip-
flop?

Senator HAGEL. No. If I had a chance to edit those words out,
I would.

a Senator VITTER. That’s what I'm talking about in terms of flip-
op.

Senator HAGEL. I suppose if I had a chance to edit a lot of things
in my life, Senator, I'd probably be fairly busy.

Senator VITTER. Let me move on because I have a number of
these concerns. In 1998, in a Senate hearing, you said that Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright had “tilted way too far toward
Israel in the Middle East peace process”. Do you still think that of
that peace process in 19987

Senator HAGEL. I don’t recall the event. I don’t recall the words.
I don’t know where it comes from. I don’t know the context. Again,
Senator, I go back for years and years and years on different things
£Ve said, but I don’t recall that or what the context was, so I don’t

now.

Secretary Albright has endorsed me, by the way, to be the next
Secretary of Defense. I worked very closely with Secretary Albright,
as I did with President Clinton and his administration, in support
of Israel.

Senator VITTER. In general, at that time under the Clinton ad-
ministration, do you think that they were going “way too far to-
ward Israel in the Middle East peace process”?

Senator HAGEL. No, I don’t, because I was very supportive of
what the President did at the end of his term in December-Janu-
ary, December 2000, January 2001. As a matter of fact, I recount
that episode in my book, when I was in Israel.
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Senator VITTER. Just to clarify, that’s the sort of flip-flop I'm
talking about, because that’s what you said then and you're chang-
ing your mind now.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, that’s not a flip-flop. I don’t recall ev-
erything I've said in the last 20 years or 25 years. If I could go
back and change some of it, I would. But that still doesn’t discount
the support that I've always given Israel and continue to give
Israel.

Senator VITTER. Let me go to a third thing, is actually what you
said today, talking about Iran as a “legitimate elected government”.
Do you think the election that had to do with this Iranian Govern-
ment coming to power was free and fair and legitimate?

Senator HAGEL. I noted that the term “legitimate” was not the
term I should have used. I should have used “recognized”. That’s
the more appropriate term. I was referring to the fact that it’s a
nation that is a member of the United Nations, it has embassies
from all our allies.

Senator VITTER. What about the

Senator HAGEL. It’s a recognized nation.

Senator VITTER. What about the word “elected,” because you said
“legitimate elected government”?

Senator HAGEL. There was an election in Iran.

Senator VITTER. So my question specifically was, you apparently
think that was a free and fair and legitimate election?

Senator HAGEL. That’s not what I said.

Senator VITTER. That’s why I'm asking what you meant, because
you said “legitimate elected government”.

Senator HAGEL. I just explained I should have said “recognized”
instead of “legitimate,” which I did earlier today. There was an
election. There will be another presidential election in June of this
year for President of Iran. Whether it’s free and fair, I don’t know.

Senator VITTER. Do you expect it to be free and fair and legiti-
mate?

Senator HAGEL. I don’t know.

Senator VITTER. Okay. You have no expectations one way or the
other about that?

Senator HAGEL. I do know that Iran is not exactly a model de-
mocracy and it has not been. I don’t have any expectations for a
free, fair election.

Senator VITTER. Okay. In 2008, you wrote that a nuclear Iran
might be tolerable because “sovereign nation states possessing nu-
clear weapons capability, as opposed to stateless terrorist groups,
will often respond with some degree of responsible, or at least sane,
behavior”. Is that still your hope or expectation about this Govern-
ment of Iran?

Senator HAGEL. Again, 'm not sure where the reference came
from or the context. But what I obviously was referring to were dif-
ferent options that people will look at in regard to Iran getting nu-
clear weapons. I've always said that Iran must not get weapons of
mass destruction. I've always said it’s a sponsor of terrorists, of ter-
rorism, and I've always said the military option should remain on
the table to assure that Iran does not get nuclear weapons.




113

Senator VITTER. Again, this quote, you suggest that Iran would
maybe or hopefully respond in a “responsible, or at least sane,”
way. Those were the words. Is that still your expectation or hope?

Senator HAGEL. I always have hope that people respond in a
sane way. But that doesn’t at all change the facts that it is a dan-
gerous, dangerous country that’s a threat to the United States,
Israel, and the entire world.

Senator VITTER. Okay. After your nomination, the Iranian Gov-
ernment press noted with satisfaction that the “anti-Israel”
Hagel—obviously, that’s not your quote; that’s theirs—is known for
“his criticism of Washington’s anti-Iran policies,” and that he “has
consistently opposed any plan to launch a military strike against
Iran”. Why do you think they have that impression?

Senator HAGEL. First of all, it’s not an accurate quote. I've never
opposed military action against Iran.

Senator VITTER. Let me just clarify. It’s an accurate quote of the
Iranian Government press. Why do you think they have that im-
pression?

Senator HAGEL. It’s not an accurate statement about my position.

Senator VITTER. Right. But why do you think they have that im-
pression?

Senator HAGEL. As I said in answer to that question earlier, I
have enough difficulty understanding American politics, Senator. I
surely don’t understand Iranian politics.

Senator VITTER. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. But if I might add, I also said that there have
been some rather significant Israeli Government leaders recently
that have said some pretty nice things about me, current Israeli
leaders.

Senator VITTER. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Vitter.

Senator King.

Senator KING. Like all the other inquisitors today, Senator, I
want to thank you for your service, and particularly for your will-
ingness to put yourself through this process to serve your country
once again. It’s one of my life principles never to take a job where
I would have to be confirmed by a legislative body, and youre
doing it.

I also want to comment, I read one commentator that said the
fact that this guy was an enlisted man in Vietnam is nice, but not
really significant. I think it’s very significant. I'm a bit of a student
of the Cuban missile crisis, the most dangerous moment this coun-
try has ever experienced, and anybody that studies that period, it’s
hard to escape the conclusion that President Kennedy’s service on
the front lines of World War II and Chairman Khrushchev’s service
in his army during World War II was a significant influence on
their willingness to back away from the nuclear precipice. I think
it’s very important to have people with your experience in this posi-
tion.

Most of the questions, probably 90 percent, today have been
about policy. But the reality is, as I think you would concede, that
the policy comes from the President of the United States. You're
certainly going to advise, but that’s where the policy comes from.
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I'd like to ask your thoughts about management, because you're
about to take on the world’s most cumbersome bureaucracy, with
a lot of problems and headaches and budgetary challenges.

Just share with me some thoughts about how you're going to ap-
proach the management of DOD?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, thank you. I note you were sitting there
during the exchange I had with Senator Kaine about some of this,
and I would, in answering your question, pick up on a couple of
those observations.

First—and you too, I know, you were a Governor. So you both
understand a lot of the pieces of this. No matter how big an organi-
zation is, there are still some fundamentals to leadership and man-
agement. Now, as you have noted, DOD is the largest institution
certainly in this country, maybe the world. How then do you try
to manage it? Well, it’s not about me. The Secretary of Defense, he
leads, he advises the President. But it’s really about the people who
have the accountability and the responsibility to manage every as-
pect of our defense apparatus. That includes all the officers. I think
there are over 50 presidential appointees in DOD. You have obvi-
ously the military, uniformed military, 1.3 million there. So all of
these people are required to manage the Department.

I think a fundamental to me in answering your question is ac-
countability. We've had some discussions today about audits. All in-
stitutions must be accountable. Elected officials are accountable.
We're all accountable. The emphasis on accountability I don’t think
can ever be overstated. You give managers flexibility, you give
them resources, but you give them direction and expectations, and
they have to be very clear, very direct, and very defined, but not
to the point where you don’t want their input and their ability to
be flexible with their management. I think that’s, in my opinion,
Senator, is the key to anything, but surely it is the key to some-
thing as large as DOD.

A number of questions were asked of me today about specific pro-
grams, submarine programs, different areas of technology and ac-
quisitions, and our superior technology. I've said I don’t know
enough about it. I don’t. There are a lot of things I don’t know
about. I, if confirmed, intend to know a lot more than I do. I will
have to.

But at the same time, I would never think that this, as I said
earlier, is about me or I will be running anything. I will be the
leader, I'll be responsible, I'll be accountable. But I have to rely on
the right teams, the right people, bring those people together.
Again, it’s accountability and responsibility.

I would stop there, if that gives you some sense of how I would
intend to do this business.

Senator KING. My theory of leadership is hire good people and
take credit for what they do. That’s my best advice.

You’re a guy from Nebraska. You were in the Army. I’'m imaging
that every morning you don’t get up and think about the Navy. I
hope to correct that over the next few years. Particularly of concern
to us right now in Maine and in other parts of the country is the
multi-year procurement program which is in jeopardy because of
the budget situation.
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Your feelings about multi-year procurement and maintaining the
industrial base, which we just have to do if we’re going to be able
to maintain our force?

Senator HAGEL. Governor, you probably know, and Governor
Kaine does as well, that there is such a thing as a Nebraska navy.
Our governors make these distinguished appointments throughout
their career. Our fleet is small but mighty. But that has been my
initial, early on experience with the Navy.

Industrial base, I referenced that in a couple of comments I made
earlier today in responding to questions. Absolutely essential to our
future that we maintain a strong, growing, credible military indus-
trial base, for all the reasons you understand. Certainly Senator
Kaine does, being from Virginia, and other Senators here who have
in their States these facilities and, more importantly, private com-
panies that represent our industrial base.

How we then prioritize our needs, how we account for and audit
contracts, forward procurements, cost overruns, waste, fraud, and
abuse, all part of it. This is going to be more and more essential
as we are dealing with, as you have noted, a restricted budget. It
may be a very restricted budget, depending on how things happen
on sequestration.

The Navy is an indispensable part of our security apparatus.
First, it is the one visible projection of power that we have in the
world. Obviously, our rebalancing of resources in the Asia-Pacific
region are some indication of that. The Persian Gulf; we have been
talking all day about Iran, about Israel, but specifically Iran in the
Persian Gulf. You know we have our Fifth Fleet there in Bahrain.
We have two carrier battle groups in and out of that small little
area. The flexibility, agility, missile defense, nuclear, all those ca-
pabilities are within the Navy.

I am a strong supporter of advancing our Navy technology and
our efforts, and I will continue to do that if confirmed.

Senator KING. Thank you, Senator. I'll have some more questions
at a later time. I appreciate it.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator King.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, thank you very much for the tremendous service
that you've already provided to this country and for your willing-
ness to consider taking on this challenge as Secretary of Defense
and for your stamina at this hearing all day. You will certainly
need it as Secretary of Defense.

I want to follow up on Senator King’s question about the Navy,
because the Navy is obviously very important to us in New Hamp-
shire as well. Our four public shipyards are the backbone of our
naval power, but according to the Navy there’s a huge backlog of
the restoration and modernization projects at our shipyards. Ac-
cording to last year’s numbers, that backlog was around $3 billion.

At Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, which Senator King, Senator
Ayotte, and I are all very concerned about, that number was $513
million. This backlog not only potentially affects our readiness, but
it’s also not cost effective. For example, a 2010 Government Ac-
countability Office report pointed out that a pier project at Norfolk,
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which I'm sure Senator Kaine is familiar with, if it had been ad-
dressed early it would have cost $15 million. Because that didn’t
happen, the pier now is going to cost about $85 million.

In fiscal year 2012, Senators Collins, Ayotte, and I included an
amendment in the NDAA bill that requires the Pentagon to
produce a shipyard modernization plan to address these shortfalls.
That report’s late, but it was promised in the upcoming budget sub-
mission for fiscal year 2014. Will you commit to ensuring that this
modernization plan is produced and will you commit to pressing
the Navy, within the fiscal constraints that I appreciate, but to
fully fund the investments that are needed to save money in the
long term and ensure that we continue to be very effective and effi-
cient at our shipyards?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, I will make that commitment to do every-
thing I can to first understand the specifics, which I don’t know all
the details. But your request is preliminary to effective, efficient
use of our resources and planning and our national security. So I
will make that commitment. If I am confirmed, I will get the de-
tails. I will assure that the Navy responds.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. I'm sure Senators King and
Ayotte join me in inviting you to come and visit the Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard. We hope that you will do that as soon as you're
confirmed.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator SHAHEEN. I know there’s been a fair amount of discus-
sion earlier today about your involvement with the organization
Global Zero and what your position is on nuclear weapons. I think
it’s worth requoting what Senator Reed said about Ronald Reagan,
who said that: “We seek the total elimination one day of nuclear
weapons from the face of the Earth.” I think every President since
Ronald Reagan has supported that aspirational goal, recognizing
that at this point in time it is a goal.

Certainly that’s what President Obama has said he supports, is
that some day, probably not in this lifetime, but some day, we
should hope for a world that would be free of nuclear weapons.

I know I've heard you say that you agree with those two state-
ments, but do you also agree that as long as nuclear weapons exist
that we have to maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arse-
nal to deter any adversaries?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, completely, absolutely. I have never had
any other position but that, as I have indicated this morning and
this afternoon, and will continue to take that position. As I said in
my opening statement and in answer to other questions, our nu-
clear deterrent has probably been the core of keeping world peace
and avoiding a World War III, that nuclear deterrent.

As long as there is the threat of nuclear weapons—and like you
noted and President Obama noted in his Prague speech in 2009—
it probably will not happen in our lifetime. But, just as you noted
and Senator Reed’s comments about what President Reagan laid on
the table in 1986, we need to keep working on it. We need to keep
moving forward, attempting to do it.

Quite frankly, if you look at the START agreements and you look
at the different treaties we've had, we have brought those war-
heads down, under both Republican and Democratic administra-
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tions, bipartisan. What Sam Nunn said this morning, he and his
former colleagues Secretary Kissinger, Secretary Shultz, Secretary
Perry, hundreds of national leaders in Republican and Democratic
administrations over the years have supported the reduction of
weapons of nuclear destruction—not unilateral, but bilateral, nego-
tiated and verifiable.

As I said this morning, as Ronald Reagan said, “Trust but
verify”. Nothing unilateral.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much.

Again, I know there’s been a lot of discussion about your com-
ments relative to sanctions on Iran and various options that we
might pursue with respect to Iran and nuclear weapons. But I won-
der again if you would confirm what your position is on the Presi-
dent’s current strategy of strong diplomacy, tough international
sanctions, and keeping all the options on the table?

Senator HAGEL. You have just defined President Obama’s strat-
egy on Iran, which I firmly support, strongly support. It is the wise
way to do it. I don’t know if I mentioned this to you in our meeting,
but I wrote a book in 2008 and I have a chapter on Iran, and I
lay all that out in the chapter. As I've said, I don’t think President
Obama went to my chapter and developed his strategy based on my
chapter, but there’s nothing in that chapter that I wrote in that
book in 2008 or anything I've ever said that deviates from where
the President is.

The military option is always on the table, must be on the table,
always should be the last option, always the last option. But aren’t
we wiser and smarter if we can figure this out, accomplish our ob-
jectives, without having to go to war, for everybody?

Senator SHAHEEN. I hope so.

You referenced the meeting that we had last week and I very
much appreciated your taking time to come in and sit down and
talk about some of the statements that have been represented that
you have addressed today. One of those had to do with Israel’s se-
curity. Again, I know this has been discussed at length during the
day today, but I wonder if again you could reconfirm what your
commitment is on Israel and the security of Israel in the Middle
East?

Senator HAGEL. My support of Israel’s security is and always has
been very clear. I strongly support Israel. The security of Israel is
a commitment that we made to Israel in 1948 when Israel was
born under American leadership, President Harry Truman. That
commitment is a bond that is more than just an ally to ally. It is
special, it’s historical, it’s values-driven.

I've never equivocated from that line. My votes in the Senate
have shown that. What I've said publicly has shown that. I've said
this in my book. Absolutely, and we’ll continue to do that.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Shaheen.

Okay, we’re going to have a 5-minute second round, and if we
need a third round we will have a third round. I'm going to try to
take less than 5 minutes so I can yield a couple minutes, if I still
have them, to Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.
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Chairman LEVIN. Earlier today, Senator Hagel, one of my col-
leagues made a statement that you had not responded to requests
for copies of all your speeches and to requests about contributions
to certain organizations I believe that you either served or had spo-
ken to, and that you didn’t have the opportunity at that time to
respond to that statement. I want to give you the opportunity now,
if you wish to, or if you prefer to respond for the record.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will respond for the
record. But I will take this opportunity to respond. First, as far as
I know—and I asked again at the break of our counsel, Ethics Of-
fice lawyers, have we responded to all requests or are we in the
process of responding to every single request? The answer is yes.
Some of these requests didn’t come in until yesterday, specifically
the financial documentation request. Copies of my speeches came
in late.

We have given the committee every copy of every speech that I
have that’s out there, every video that I have that’s out there. On
paid speeches, most every one of those paid speeches, in the con-
tract it says that they are private and not videotaped. That wasn’t
my decision; that was the contract of the group I spoke to. I believe
every paid speech I gave I didn’t have a prepared text. I gave it
extemporaneously, which is something I've been doing for long be-
fore I left the Senate.

We are fulfilling every legal commitment I said and I am obli-
gated to, and I've complied with every ethical request. I always
have. I did when I was in the Senate. I'll continue to do it now.
We are doing it now.

Chairman LEVIN. There was one or two other times when you did
not have the opportunity to reply to a question and, in order not
to use up all my time, you should feel free to do that for the record.
We're going to keep this record open until close of business tomor-
row for questions and for your answers until close of business Mon-
day, which means 5 p.m. tomorrow for questions for the record, 5
p.m. on Monday for your responses to questions for the record.

At that time, would you give us the update on any additional
documents, speeches, or information that you have been requested
to provide which you have not yet been able to, but is in the works,
so you can give us an update?

Senator HAGEL. I will. Again, I have committed and will continue
to commit to complying with every legal document, legal require-
ment.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

I hope I have a minute or 2 that I can then yield to Senator
Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that
courtesy very, very much. I'm going to have to hurry this up a little
bit because it’s less time than I thought we had, I say to my good
friend.

It was mentioned that one of the members up here thought I was
being disrespectful during the time that I was questioning you. It
was at a time when I made the statement that you have been en-
dorsed by the ministry of Iran for your nomination to be Secretary
of Defense. Do you consider that to be a disrespectful notion on my
part?
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Senator HAGEL. No, it’s a legitimate question.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you very much.

I have kind of been the leader on postponing any further Abrams
tanks or F-16s to Egypt until such time as that government is
under control. This is my own statement, only representing my own
}hou‘gihts. I think Morsi’s an enemy. I think their military is a

riend.

There was a vote just a little while ago to do away permanently
with the sending of any of this equipment to Egypt. I don’t think
that’s a good idea. What I think is a good idea is to continue to use
that as leverage. If you do that, you lose the leverage. I believe that
right now, Morsi has already distanced himself from the military.
To me that’s a first good step, and I would like to think that we
could reinstate a friend in that area.

I would only ask you, would you agree with my statement that
I came out with a long time ago or my bill that I introduced, I
should say, and I re-introduced in a stronger way today, saying
that we would withhold sending this equipment to Egypt until such
time as these conditions are met? I mentioned the conditions of
keeping the accords from Camp David and that type of thing.
Would you consider that?

Senator HAGEL. First, that’s a policy decision that the President
of the United States would make. If he asks for my advice I would
certainly give it to him. But to the bigger question, I think it is im-
portant that our assistance to Egypt be conditional. They play an
absolutely critical role in fulfilling the commitments of Camp David
for the security of Israel and elsewhere.

Senator INHOFE. ’'m sorry to interrupt you, but we’re almost out
of time right now. I appreciate that answer.

You made one statement that I strongly disagreed with. You said
that President Obama has been the strongest Israeli supporter
since 1948. I have a hard time with that. I know that he’s not up
for confirmation; you are. But when you see statements coming out
of the administration like, “The United States believes that nego-
tiations should result in two states with permanent Palestinian
borders with Israel and Jordan and Egypt,” and they come out with
the statements like, “We believe the borders of Israel and Palestine
should be based on the 1967 borderlines,” these are statements I
think are very damaging, and I can assure you that the leadership
over in Israel feel that those statements are damaging.

Do you still feel that President Obama has been the strongest
supporter of Israel since 19487

Senator HAGEL. I do, and I will tell you very quickly why. First
of all, the 2006 Quartet Principles that President Bush laid down
I think cover most of the points that you’ve made, and I supported
President Bush then and still do, what he did in developing those
principles.

But when you look at the assistance this administration has
given to Israel, the most significant and largest military-to-military
exercise, Austere Challenge, Israeli-U.S. forces last fall, the addi-
tional moneys that we put into Iron Dome, the President’s position,
we have your back

Senator INHOFE. I've answered the question. That’s fine. I appre-
ciate it.
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Senator HAGEL. I think it’s hard to——

Senator INHOFE. But one other subject before we run out of time
here, and it’s one that I know you’re very interested in. You actu-
ally were a co-sponsor of the Missile Defense Act of 1999 and I was,
too. So we agreed. Times have changed since that time. At that
time people thought having the capabilities was confined to the So-
viet Union at that time, or Russia, and the United States. A lot has
happened since then.

I often say that one of the things I disagreed with most in the
first budget that this President had was when he did away with
the ground-based interceptor site in Poland. I think most people
are aware that was built for protection of Western Europe and the
Eastern United States. I'm satisfied that we have, even with the
reduction of ground-based interceptors on the west coast, which I
disagreed with, but I still think we have adequate protection on the
west coast. It’s from the east coast, and right now our intelligence
still says today that Iran will have the weapon capability and the
delivery capability by 2015. That’s why it was supposed to be there.

Now there’s a discussion saying to cover that void we need to
have a third site. Do you support a third site of ground-based inter-
ceptor? It would be on the east coast somewhere.

Senator HAGEL. I'm aware of the NDAA authorization and in-
struction for a third site and an environmental impact statement.
I don’t know enough of the details. If I am confirmed and go over
there, I will get into it. But to respond to that, which I will for the
record, I just don’t know enough about it.

Senator INHOFE. Okay, if you’d respond for the record. I think it’s
very significant and I think that most people are looking at this
with this void. You have a period of time between 2015—nobody
disputes the capability that Iran will have at that time. It’s not
even classified. But there is still a void of about 6 years between
that and when we would have the capability to knock down what
has to be knocked down unless we have a third site in place. I am
hoping that maybe for the record you’ll come back and say that you
support the third site.

[The information referred to follows:]

If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the analysis Congress requested in section
221 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 to evaluate addi-
tional missile defense locations in the United States, including on the east coast,

will be delivered on a timely basis, and that Congress remains informed about the
Department’s analysis about how to best protect the U.S. Homeland.

Senator INHOFE. The last thing I'll mention, if you’ll forgive me,
Mr. Chairman, when Senator Hirono talked to you she talked
about your efforts and her expectations on your being involved in
using DOD for all these environmental things. I would suggest to
you that’s why we have a Department of Energy. When I asked you
the question, will you refrain from doing some of the things that
have been done in the past in this administration, such as forcing
the Navy to pay $26 a gallon for 450,000 gallons of fuel that you
could buy for $3 and other things, it’s billions of dollars that we're
paying which we could be using for warfighting. I see an inconsist-
ency in your answer to me and your answer to the Senator from
Hawaii.
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Senator HAGEL. My answer to the Senator from Hawaii was, I
believe—they can read it back—that I am committed to all effi-
ciencies that we can find in DOD which are in the interest of our
country. I didn’t commit to any one program.

Senator INHOFE. Or any program that would be a costly program
on experimentation, such as the programs that I've just mentioned,
clearly are in the jurisdiction of the Department of Energy and
they’re the ones supposed to be doing it. Don’t you agree that we
shogld be confining ourselves to enhancing our warfighter capabili-
ties?

Senator HAGEL. Well, of course. But I think within that realm
certainly the kind of money that we spend, as you've noted, on fuel,
that should include some not only sense of that, but are there
things that we can be doing with our research and technology in
DOD, why wouldn’t we? It just seems to make sense.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, we should as a government, but that’s
what the Department of Energy is supposed to be doing. When you
said, as you suggest, the high cost of fuel, yes, it’s a high cost be-
cause we're paying 10 times as much as we would have to pay,
money that we could be putting toward our warfighting efforts.
That’s my point.

Senator HAGEL. Yes, I agree, but why wouldn’t we be looking at
all options if we have the kind of sophisticated research and tech-
nology that DOD does and has possession of? Why wouldn’t we be
enlarging that? I don’t know anything more specific to or central
to our security than energy.

Senator INHOFE. I know my time has expired. We're spending lit-
erally millions, actually some billions of dollars, on some of these
experimentations that again are not in the purview of this. Right
now we're stalling 179 F-35s that we just recently are putting off.
I always say that if they put them off indefinitely, that’s just a cut;
it’s not a put-off. Those are things that we should be doing right
now.

We're looking at the Ohio-class sub. We should be doing that
right now, but we’ve postponed it. If we were to spend the money
that we’re spending on the environmental causes on warfighting, I
t}ﬁink it would do us better good. Apparently you don’t agree with
that.

Senator HAGEL. I've said what I said, but I will commit this to
you, Senator, that, as I said to the Senator from Hawaii, I will, if
I'm confirmed, will obviously look at all these programs. I'll have
to.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe.

Senator Manchin.

Senator MANCHIN. Thank you.

Sir, I feel like I want to apologize for some of the tone and de-
meanor today.

With that being said, if I could ask you this, since we’re so again
talking about things you have done, things you have said over the
years. How did you get to Vietnam? I want to go back there. Were
you ordered to go to Vietnam? Were you sent there? Or how was
your orders?

Senator HAGEL. Actually I got to Vietnam through kind of an in-
teresting route. I volunteered for the draft, as my brother did a
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month after me. During that time in 1967 the draft was coming
down with pretty heavy levies. You recall.

Senator MANCHIN. I was there.

Senator HAGEL. I know your story. They wouldn’t take you, not
because you weren’t smart enough, of course, but they wouldn’t
take you because of your knees. I know you tried to bribe your way
in, but they still wouldn’t let you. I admire you for that effort and
I know your story.

I went to basic training, advanced infantry training. My brother
followed me everywhere a month after me. After advanced infantry
training, I was selected to be one of nine first class then-Top Secret
shoulder-fired heat-seeking missile called the Redeye gun. At the
time it was classified, and it was built to bring down low-flying So-
viet MiGs coming over Germany, eastern Germany, down the
Fulda Gap.

We went to White Sands Missile Range and spent 2 months
training. It was all classified, couldn’t get calls in or out. We were
then quietly, all nine of us, ordered to go to Germany and be inte-
gﬁated into NATO units without any fanfare or anybody knowing
about it.

I got my orders to go to Germany. I went to Fort Dix, NJ, in No-
vember 1967. My eight fellow soldiers and I were getting packed
up to get the bus to go out to the airport to take a flight to Ger-
many, and I just decided if I was going to be in the military it
didn’t make much sense to go to Germany. I'd never been to Ger-
many. My great-grandparents were from Germany. Probably a
pretty good place, I thought, but I had to go where there was a
war.

So I took my orders down to the orderly, told him I was Private
Hagel, I had orders to go to Germany, here are my orders, and I
wanted to volunteer to go to Vietnam. The office was a bit quiet.
They put me in a holding room. They brought priests, rabbis, min-
isters, psychiatrists. All came in to examine me, thinking that
something was wrong, I was running away from something or I
had killed somebody.

After 2 days of testing me to see if it was okay, they held me,
which—I scrubbed barracks for 5 days before they could cut new
orders. So they gave me new orders to go to Vietnam, sent me
home for 5 days, and then on to Travis Air Force Base in San Fran-
cisco, and I got to Vietnam December 1967, got back to the United
States December

Senator MANCHIN. There is no reason any one of us should ever
be concerned about your willing to do anything that you possibly
can to defend this country and making sure that we defend against
all foreign enemies, wherever they may be?

Senator HAGEL. I hope not, Senator. I mean, we can disagree on
policies, but I think my life and my commitment to this country is
pretty clear, and I'm proud of it.

Senator MANCHIN. On that, sir, I would say that Israel, the
spokespeople for Israel, support you. They’ve come to me and they
tell me they support you. Have you gotten that?

Senator HAGEL. There are a lot of pro-Israeli groups that have
formally come out and endorsed me, support me, which I'm grateful
for.
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Senator MANCHIN. From what I've heard today, it sounds like
Iran has wishful thinking.

Senator HAGEL. Evidently Iran supports me.

Senator MANCHIN. The President has asked you to serve at this
level, so he has confidence in you.

Senator HAGEL. The President did ask me to serve. I said in my
opening statement I am grateful and honored by that trust and
confidence, and I will do everything in my power never to do any-
thing that would disabuse that confidence and trust for this coun-
try.

Senator MANCHIN. One final question very quickly, if I may. As
you see the role of Secretary of Defense—and I know we’ve talked
about and you’ve been questioned on policy, and I know you’re not
going to be in a policy position. You're going to be basically fol-
lowing policy, not making policy. But if you could just wrap it up,
what we should expect from your position as Secretary of Defense?

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Senator. If I am confirmed, as I
noted in my opening comments, I would see this relationship, Sen-
ator, as a partnership. I'm going to need your help. I'm going to
need your advice. I'm going to need your collaboration.

Many people on this authorization committee have a great deal
of experience in this business, many far more than I do, as is the
case in Congress, both the Senate and the House. I will need that.
I will call upon that.

I won’t be in a policymaking position, as you note. I also com-
mitted to all of you—and those of you who served with me know
this—TI'll always be honest with you. You'll never have to worry
about that. I'll listen to you. I'm sure we won’t always agree, but
I'll say it straight, and I'll give you and the President my honest,
most informed advice always.

Senator MANCHIN. Thank you. I'll say one more thing. Where I
come from there’s an old saying: If you can’t change your mind, you
can’t change anything.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Manchin.

Senator Sessions.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Senator Hagel. You’re holding up well. But it’s an
important office and you’re asked to lead our Defense Department.
I know you know the seriousness of that and it’s exceedingly impor-
tant.

You have to know, and particularly in recent years, there has
been tension in Congress between the executive branch and Con-
gress over a number of issues. One of them is national missile de-
fense, and that’s a subcommittee I'm a member of and we’ve wres-
tled with that over the years, and had pretty consistently a bipar-
tisan congressional vote on those issues. We voted again this year
a unanimous Armed Services Defense Authorization Bill, unani-
mous out of committee, under Chairman Levin’s leadership and
Senator McCain.

But I'm looking today, I believe in the National Journal, the
Obama administration is moving to begin new U.S.-Russian talks
on further drawdowns of the Nation’s nuclear arsenal. That’s also
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been an issue of concern, but I believe we’ve been staying fairly bi-
partisan and unified on that.

But your report is what causes a great deal of concern, this study
of the Global Zero group. But I just note that Vice President Biden
is set to meet with Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov this
weekend during the Munich security conference. National Security
Advisor Tom Donilon will then head to Moscow in February. Presi-
dent Obama and then-President Medvedev signed the bilateral
New START Treaty in 2010 calling for deployment of strategic nu-
clear arsenals involving 700 delivery systems.

Now, as I read the Global Zero report that you co-authored just
last year, less than a year ago, you call for the elimination of all
ICBMs, all tactical nuclear weapons, most of the bombers, I think
76 B-52s eliminated, leaving only 18 bombers and 10 submarines.
So instead of 700 delivery systems that was part of the New
START, it looks like you're down to about 28 delivery systems. So
this introduced dramatic concern.

There are worries on Capitol Hill, the National Journal reports,
that the administration could revise its missile shield strategy or
go ahead with cutbacks to the U.S. stockpile as a means of drawing
Russia into new negotiations. Foreign Policy Magazine reported
ahead of your unannounced discussions with Lavrov, House com-
mittee chairman, subcommittee chairman, Mike Rogers asked that
they have assurance as to what’s going on there, essentially.

I would note that the last year’s defense authorization bill calls
for briefings on these discussions to Congress, to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and the Foreign Relations Committee. It says “Not
later than 60 days after the date of the enactment of this act and
not less than twice each year thereafter, the President or the Presi-
dent’s designee shall brief the Committee on Foreign Relations and
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate on the dialogue be-
tween the United States and the Russian Federation on issues re-
lated to limits or controls on nuclear arms, missile defense systems,
and long-range conventional strike systems.” The deadline I believe
for that briefing would be March 2 this year.

So a first question to you: If you're confirmed in this position,
will you honor that request as part of the NDAA?

Senator HAGEL. The request for the briefing?

Senator SESSIONS. Briefings, yes, the requirements for the brief-
ings. Will you keep Congress advised on any discussions dealing
with national missile defense and dialogue with Russia on national
missile defense and nuclear arms and long-range conventional
strike systems?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, I commit to do that.

Senator SESSIONS. Also, there’s a Sense of Congress on certain
agreements: “It is the Sense of Congress that any agreement be-
tween the United States and the Russian Federation related to nu-
clear arms or missile defense systems or long-range conventional
strike systems, obligating the United States to reduce or limit
Armed Forces or armaments of the United States in any militarily
significant manner may be made only pursuant to the treat-making
power of the President as set forth in Article II, Section 2, Clause
2, of the Constitution of the United States.”
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That is a Sense of our Congress that any significant alteration
of those deeply important relation between our two nations, the
two most powerful nuclear nations in the world, would be done by
treaty. Will you support that concept and before making significant
changes present those changes to Congress pursuant to a treaty,
and not as a either secret or open bilateral agreement?

Senator HAGEL. Your question is will I commit to a briefing on
all this?

Senator SESSIONS. No. Whether or not that any significant
changes that would occur in our relationship on those issues, sig-
nificant—“in any militarily significant manner may be made only
pursuant to the treaty-making power of the President”. We would
ask that that be presented to this Congress because we have trea-
ties already that impact so much of this and Congress believes that
any changes should also be made by treaty.

Senator HAGEL. Without getting into specifics of it, let me just
commit to obviously consultation with Congress, with the author-
izing committee, yes.

Senator SESSIONS. It seems like we’ve not been consulted on the
Biden trip and the Donilon trip. We expect that to be done. What’s
been going on is disturbing to us. The President said to Mr.
Medvedev that we’ll have more flexibility after the election, and he
was clearly responding to these issues, missile defense I think in
particular and maybe nuclear issues also. He wasn’t consulting
with the American people, wasn’t telling us or Congress what he
planned to do, but he was apparently willing to discuss it with the
Russian leaders.

I guess I'm asking you, will you comply with the treaty-making
matters? If these agreements are significant militarily, I believe
they should be done by treaty and not by personal agreements be-
tween our two leaders.

Senator HAGEL. I would commit to fulfilling any treaty obliga-
tions and any commitments to Congress and any consultations that
Congress needs to be part of, absolutely.

Senator SESSIONS. I'm not sure that answered the question, be-
cause Congress is concerned about these kind of negotiations that
are going on. We do not have—the President also has made it clear
he believes in zero nuclear weapons. That is his policy for America.
I think it’s utterly unrealistic. It’s just amazing to me, and that
could lead us into unwise decisionmaking.

Congress has a responsibility to the American people to ensure
the national defense. We need to know and have you share those
negotiations with us, and changes that impact our security rela-
tionships between us and Russia should be done by treaty, as
they’ve been done in the past.

Senator HAGEL. I've never discussed any of the specifics of this
with the President. I know he knows and believes and is committed
to treaties. That’s the purview of the U.S. Senate, as the Senate
passed the New START treaty. All that goes into that negotiation
with, in this particular case, Russia certainly Congress has to be
involved in that.

Senator SESSIONS. That’s very important, Senator Hagel, I just
have to tell you, because there’s unease here that may not be in
the works. There’s been some discussion for some time about pri-
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vate unilateral or bilateral negotiations in which Congress is not
involved, that impacts the national security of our country. That’s
why this was passed, just passed. So we expect you to comply with
that, and I take your testimony that you would comply with that.

Senator HAGEL. I will comply with all requirements and laws,
absolutely.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Sessions.

Senator King.

Senator KING. Senator Hagel, one of the first meetings I had
after I began running for this office last summer was with a group
of veterans, going all the way from World War II right up through
Iraq and Afghanistan. I want to share with you one of the ideas
that came out of that meeting because it’s been touched upon
today, and that is the issue of employability and employment of
particularly recent veterans. The suggestion was made that the
Army and the military has recruiters, people who help to bring peo-
ple in, and perhaps it might make some sense for them to have the
reciprocal of recruiters, outplacement people to deal with soldiers
who are, men and women, who are about to leave, because there’s
an information gap, is what the veterans told me, between leaving
the military Active Duty and then going into the Veterans Admin-
istration jurisdiction. There’s a gap there.

You don’t really need to respond, but that’s a suggestion I might
make, where it would be tremendously helpful to provide that kind
of information—what the programs are, what’s available, what the
scholarships are, how the GI Bill works, all those things, to people.
I'm sure it’s done to some extent now, but to really regularize that
and increase it, to be comparable to the effort that’s put into re-
cruiting.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Senator. I will think about that. I
had not thought exactly about that potential, but I would say that
as we think through how do we accommodate and fulfill commit-
ments and assist our veterans, I think we have to open up all vis-
tas of new thinking and that is one that would deserve some explo-
ration and if I'm confirmed I look forward to pursuing the idea
with you.

Senator KiNG. Thank you.

I'm also serving on the Intelligence Committee and one of the
issues—and you talked about this in your statement and it’s been
touched upon some today—is the whole issue of counterterrorism.
Counterterrorism involves the actions of a number of agencies and
bodies of the U.S. Government. I would commend to you that I
think it deserves some real thought as to where DOD ends, stops,
and the CIA begins in terms of action and counterterrorism action.

I think it would be worthwhile for you, if you are confirmed, to
meet with Mr. Brennan, if he’s confirmed, to talk about the coordi-
nation between the two agencies, so we don’t end up with similar,
if not identical, functions in different regions of the world with
whole different command structures, rules of engagement, and all
of those kinds of things.
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I think counterterrorism sort of spans, covers the gap or the rela-
tionship between traditional defense and the Intelligence Commu-
nity.

Senator HAGEL. That is an area that is becoming more and more
relevant, complicated, title 10 versus title 50 and all those dynam-
ics. If confirmed, yes, if Mr. Brennan is confirmed, we’ll be spend-
ing some time together.

Senator KING. A final thought, and I know you’ve touched upon
this. I don’t think we can adequately emphasize the importance of
the cyber threat. That may well be the war of the future. My sense
is that we’re all talking about it, but I'm not sure we have the
sense of urgency. I know Secretary Panetta has increased or pro-
posed the increase of that capacity. But people can die and our soci-
ety could be brought to a standstill without a rocket ever taking
off or an airplane penetrating our air space, and I hope that will
be a point of emphasis because, as I say, I think that may be the
next war.

Senator HAGEL. I agree. I noted it in my opening statement. I
agree with everything you've said. This is a huge issue that con-
tinues to loom large over our future and our security, and it will
have, if confirmed, a lot of my attention.

Senator KING. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you.

Senator KING [presiding]. In the absence of the chairman, Sen-
ator Ayotte, I believe it’s your opportunity.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator KING. Wow, that was fast.

Senator AYOTTE. You've been promoted very quickly.

Senator KING. Really, that’s astounding. [Laughter.]

Senator AYOTTE. First of all, we've all expressed our deep respect
for your service to our country, but also let me thank you for your
endurance. We appreciate it.

I wanted to ask you about a speech that you made in 2007. It
was at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and it
was a speech titled “The United States and Iran at Dangerous
Crossroads”. In that speech you, in referring to Iran, you said that
“the strategy of containment remains relevant today”.

I wanted to ask you about that statement that you made in 2007
about “the strategy of containment remains relevant” with regard
to Iran today. Now, that was in 2007, but why would you say that,
first of all? Then, isn’t that inconsistent with what you’ve been say-
ing today with regard to containment?

Senator HAGEL. I don’t have the speech in front of me and I
think there was more to it than just that few words that you
quoted. If I recall, the entire speech was about how do we deal with
Iran. If T recall, what I was inventorying in specific reference to
containment was within that inventory what are the options. I
don’t think that speech says that I support it.

Senator AYOTTE. No, but you said that it was relevant to the dis-
cussion with Iran, and I guess I would ask you to say why do you
think that that was a strategy that we should have considered? It
was obviously one of the things you mentioned.

Senator HAGEL. I didn’t say it was a strategy, I don’t think. As
I said, in the context of how do we deal with:
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Senator AYOTTE. I don’t want to be unfair, but I think, just to
be clear, the quote that you said was “The strategy of containment
remains relevant.” So why is it relevant with regard to Iran?

Senator HAGEL. The bigger point is what I was saying, I think—
I haven’t looked at that speech since I gave it, probably, but I do
recall some of it. The point was, what is the range of options that
we would have to look at, the world would look at. Again, I didn’t
advocate it, I didn’t recommend it, I didn’t support it.

Senator AYOTTE. Was it that containment was one of the options?

Senator HAGEL. Yes. I mean, of course. When you look at the
whole range of what your options are, that certainly would be one
of them.

Senator AYOTTE. Do you think containment’s one of the options
now?

Senator HAGEL. No, I don’t know. But it doesn’t make any dif-
ference what I think. It’s when you look at range, it’s like the Glob-
al Zero report. That was not a recommendation report. That was
a range of goals, aspirations, possibilities. That report never said
we recommend the following. If I recall that speech, I think that
was the same kind of what’s the range of options.

Senator AYOTTE. Senator, I want to be clear: It does matter what
you think, and obviously your understanding and thought process
on these issues is very important to us. So as a follow-up, I know
that Senator Vitter had asked you about a portion of the book that
you wrote, “America, Our Next Chapter,” and it was in that book
you had said that “The genie of nuclear armaments is already out
of the bottle no matter what Iran does.” Obviously, North Korea,
other powers. “In this imperfect world, sovereign nation states pos-
session nuclear weapons capability, as opposed to stateless terrorist
groups, will often respond with some degree of responsible, or at
least sane, behavior.”

Do you believe that Iran responds or will respond with some de-
gree of responsible or sane behavior?

Senator HAGEL. First of all, it’s not what I suggested in that
quote.

Senator AYOTTE. Well, it’s in the context of Iran, but I'm asking
you just straightforwardly: Do you think that the Iranian regime
responds—you talked about the difference between nation states
versus, for example, stateless terrorist organizations. Do you be-
lieve, in the context of Iran, do you believe that the Iranian regime
responds with some degree of responsible, or at least sane, behav-
ior, or will respond like that?

Senator HAGEL. So far they have not, and I have said and I've
said in that same book that you’re quoting from, that Iran is a
state sponsor of terrorism. I've said that many times. So no is the
answer to your question.

Senator AYOTTE. If they haven’t been responding with a level of,
with a degree of responsible or sane behavior and, as you say in
your book, that it’s a state sponsor of terrorism, I'm also struggling
with the question of why you would have thought that it was ap-
propriate for us to have direct, unconditional talks with Iran, be-
cause here we have a regime that doesn’t respond in a responsible
or sane behavior, is a state sponsor of terrorism, and what we



129

thought we could—why that would be an appropriate manner for
us to address them?

Senator HAGEL. Well, first, I said “engagement”. I think we
should talk. We actually are indirectly in the P5 Plus 1. We have
been. I think that’s responsible. I think it’s always responsible to
try to talk first.

North Korea, I don’t consider North Korea a responsible, sane
administration, but we are talking to North Korea. We’ve been
talking bilaterally to North Korea. We're talking with the Party of
6 to North Korea. I think that’s wise. I think it’s always wise to
try to talk to people before you get into war.

Senator AYOTTE. But I think that you were beyond the P5. You
refer to direct discussions with our two countries, and also for es-
tablishing diplomatic ties with our country.

Senator HAGEL. Again, when I talked about the possibility of dip-
lomatic ties or even I said, I think, in 2002 encouraging Iran to join
the World Trade Organization, I've always thought that that’s
smarter more wiser, if you can push, help push, institutions like
China into world bodies, because when they go into world bodies
they have to comply with some semblance of international behav-
ior. It doesn’t mean they always will. They won’t. They cheat. But
I think we’re smarter to do that.

Senator, I've never thought engagement is weakness. I never
thought it was surrender. I never thought it was appeasement. I
think it’s clearly in our interest. If that doesn’t work, then I think
the President’s position and his strategy has been exactly right:
Get the United Nations behind you, get the international sanctions
behind you, keep military options on the table. If the military op-
tion is the only option, it’s the only option.

Senator AYOTTE. Just to be clear, I don’t think that all engage-
ment is weakness, either. But I think there’s a huge distinction
when we’re dealing with a regime that is the largest state sponsor
of terrorism, and given the fact that they have a long history, in-
cluding in Iraq, with assisting the militias to murder our troops,
including what they’ve done with Hezbollah and Hamas, what
they’re doing now in Syria. I think there’s always a distinction in
how we deal with different players around the world, is my point.

I know that my time has expired and I will submit for the record
questions that I think are very important about the Virginia-class
submarine. I share the important work done at the Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard with my colleagues Senator Jeanne Shaheen and
also I know Senator King is very focused on that, and maintaining
our submarine fleet. I know that Senator Blumenthal asked you
about that as well.

I do have concerns that part of the Global Zero report does rec-
ommend that the Ohio-class submarine would actually be dimin-
ished down to 10. I'll follow up with those questions and the record.
I have to go now. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. I’d be glad to respond. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Ayotte.

Senator Donnelly?

Senator DONNELLY. No.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay. Senator Fischer.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Thank you, Senator Hagel. It’s been a long day and I do appre-
ciate your answers to these important questions.

When we spoke last week, we talked somewhat about the seques-
ter, also budget concerns, the modernization of our nuclear forces.
Especially being from Nebraska, you understand the importance of
STRATCOM and its mission as it deals with deterrence that we
use in this country and that we’ve used for many, many years and
I believe has been very, very successful and it’s a good point for us.

Today you also in your opening discussed the need to modernize
our defensive forces. You spoke to Senator Blunt, also Senator
Blumenthal, about the need to modernize our Navy.

I guess I would like to hear your thought process about how
we're going to do this. Where’s the money coming from? How are
you going to advise the President in making these decisions? Be-
cause were looking at sequester, we’re looking at budget con-
straints. How is this all going to tie together, and what would be
your advice to the President on how the Pentagon is going to ad-
dress all of those budget constraints?

Senator HAGEL. Let’s start with where we are. The Pentagon is
adjusting, and I think responsibly, to our future based on the
Budget Control Act of 2011. You know the details of that. The
Chiefs have submitted plans. I think as we rebalance and refit and
unwind the second war and all the other dynamics that are chang-
ing since the last decade, it gives us some new opportunities: au-
dits, all the acquisition focus, accountability. We are being forced,
DOD, to take a hard look at its priorities.

But as I've said before, it begins with mission and then the re-
sources to fulfill that mission, and then what are the priorities
within that mission.

To your specific question, how do you finance it all, well, if se-
questration would take effect then all of this is going to be affected.
That’s exactly right. We’ve deferred some decisions. We’ve set back
some of the schedules on some of our ships, planes, decisions on a
number of things.

It isn’t just the dollars that affect this, but it’s the planning, it’s
the flexibility. It’s the ability to bring all this together and then
project and plan.

So in no way—I hope I did not give any indication that we were
going to be able to continue to do everything for everybody every-
where. That’s just not a reality.

Senator FISCHER. We can’t.

Senator HAGEL. We can’t.

Senator FISCHER. How do you decide, though? You’ve made com-
mitments to members here today on philosophy, on working with
this committee. Do we have a commitment to build up the Navy?
Do we have a commitment to STRATCOM so that they can con-
tinue their mission of deterrence? Do we have those commitments?

How do you decide what’s going to be the priority? What will
your advice be? Is STRATCOM important? Should that be a pri-
ority? Would it be a priority in your advice to the President?

Senator HAGEL. The Pentagon is working off the Defense Author-
ization Act of 2013, which this committee passed. That is the direc-
tive that frames the budgetary restraints, except if sequestration
takes effect. That prioritizes, to your point, being what’s important,
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what do you budget for, what do you finance. We have to manage
that.

If I am confirmed, then I'll be working closely with our Chiefs
and all of our managers and decisionmakers on how we do this. On
STRATCOM, I think STRATCOM is vitally important to the future
of this country. It’s been my position when I was in the Senate. It
was my position long before I was in the Senate. Of the nine com-
batant commands—STRATCOM is one of them—that’s a key com-
mand.

We have to continue to fund our commands and find ways to do
that. But that’s going to require some tough choices and hard deci-
sions.

Senator FISCHER. Right. Also, I believe we need to make sure we
don’t have hollow forces out there as well.

My time’s up. Once again, I thank you. I thank you for your serv-
ice. I thank you for being here today. I thank you for your willing-
ness to continue to serve the people of this country.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, thank you.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Fischer.

Senator Blunt.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Again, I join everybody else, Senator Hagel, in thanking you for
staying today and the answers you’ve given.

One of the things we were frustrated about was the difficulty of
getting information on the groups you've spoken to in the last year,
and of course the hundreds of groups you’ve spoken to in the course
of your career would be too much to ask. I do have three comments
from groups that I'm going to enter into the record, two comments
you made before groups, one the American-Arab Anti-Discrimina-
tion Committee conference in 2002; another Arab-American audi-
ence in 2007; and then in 2006, the one I'll put in the record right
now and just enter the others, the Council on American-Islamic Re-
lations Forum. “University of Chicago Professor John Mearsheimer
praised Hagel for not being pro-Israel. He said ‘Potential presi-
dential candidates for 2008, like Hillary Clinton, John McCain, Joe
Biden, and Newt Gingrich, were falling all over themselves to ex-
press their support for Israel. The only exception to that rule was
Senator Chuck Hagel.”” Unfortunately, I don’t have anything to go
with that of what you might have said.

But some of the concerns of being—I used to say when I was the
Whip in the House that you could count on the House and the Sen-
ate to be, among other things, always pro-Israel, and I think that’s
been the mainstream of our views. I've seen a number of times, in
fairness to you, where you've said you're pro-Israel, but that doesn’t
mean you have to be reflexively for everything that Israel is for.

These statements are what they are. They're the things that
were reported from comments you made that are out of the context
of the other comments. But I'm going to put those all in the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Washington Report on Middle East Affairs, July 2007, pages 44-45

Arab-American Activism

AAl's Gibran Awards Gala an Event To Remember

HUNDREDS OF ARAB Americans, elected officials, community activists
and leaders gathered to celebrate the humanitarian achievements of Global
Impact, Search for Common Ground, and Cardinal Theodore McCarrick at
the ninth annual Kahlil Gibran “Spirit of Humanity” Awards gala on April 25
at the J.W. Marriott Hotel in Washington, DC. Teresa Isaac received the
fourth annual Najeeb Halaby Award for Public Service in recognition of her
dedicated service as a community leader and then as mayor of Lexington,

KY at the Arab American Institute’s annual dinner.

Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) received applause when she pledged to
continue to push for a ban on cluster bombs, and when she called for the

withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq.

Sen. Chuck Hagel (R-NE), who is considering a run for the presidency, said
he believes Israel and the United States have a “special relationship.” He
recounted a conversation with an activist who said the senator wasn't a

friend of Israel because he couldn'’t be relied on as an “automatic vote.”

Sen. Chuck Hagel (R-NE)
(Photo D. Hanley).

Hagel resented being told that if he wants backing from the pro-Israel community, his support for Israel should

be automatic. “First, | am an American senator,” Hagel said to wild applause.

Hagel also said he would not sacrifice his friendships in the Arab and Muslim world to please pro-Israel groups.

“No relationship should be founded on holding hostage other relationships,” he insisted. “Why must it be a

choice? It is not a choice.”

Governor of New Mexico Bill Richardson, a Democrat, told Arab Americans

' that, as president, he would close the Guantanamo Bay prison. The prisons

at Guantanamo Bay and Abu Ghraib, he said, had made Americans “very,

very ashamed.”

Richardson, who served as U.S. ambassador to the U.N. in 1997 and '98,

promised that in his first week in the White House he would name a Middle

East peace envoy to try to get the peace process between Israel and

Palestine moving again. “You have to be pushing very strongly for a two-
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state solution,” he maintained. “The cornerstone of American foreign policy

is diplomacy and dialogue.”

Richardson also said he would remove U.S. troops from Iraq and talk to

Syria and Iran about Iraq’s security.

Dr. James J. Zogby, founder and president of AAIl, presented an award to
Cardinal Theodore E. McCarrick, the recently retired Catholic archbishop of
Washington, DC who has spent his life serving the powerless. McCarrick’s
support for interfaith understanding and human rights kept the issue of

Mideast peace on the agenda of the U.S. Conference of Bishops.

Gov. Bill Richardson (D-NM)
(Photo D. Hanley). Assistant Secretary of State for Educational and Cultural Affairs Dina

Powell, the highest-ranking Arab American in the Bush administration,

described emigrating from Egypt with her parents as a 5-year-old who
couldn’t speak English. When she grew up her parents told her to do whatever she wanted—as long as she
became an engineer, lawyer or doctor. She bewildered them but made them proud, she said, when she ended
up serving the president of their adopted country. (Powell subsequently resigned to join the Goldman Sachs

Group.) “In America everything is possible,” she concluded.

Another beloved Arab American, Pulitzer Prize winner and Washington Post Middle East correspondent
Anthony Shadid, gave a stirring speech about the need to build a bridge for peace between the U.S. and Arab
world. Once an Arab-American gets that hyphen he or she can never go back, Shadid said, but “you can serve

as a bridge. And in this age of walls and borders that divide, a few more bridges might actually help.”

—Delinda C. Hanley

@JTA

The Global News Service of the Jewish People

Hagel: Support for Israel not ‘automatic
By - April 26, 2007

U.S. Sen. Chuck Hagel told an Arab-American audience that his support for Israel was not “automatic.” Hagel (R-Neb.), who is
considering a run for the presidency, told the Arab American Institute’s annual dinner that he believes Israel and the United States
have a “special relationship,” but resented being told by a pro-Israel activist that if he wants backing from the pro-Israel community,
his support for Israel should be “automatic.” “First, | am an American senator,” Hagel told the AAI audience in Washington on
Wednesday, to applause. He also said he would not sacrifice his friendships in the Arab world to please pro-Israel groups. “No
relationship should be founded on holding hostage other relationships,” Hagel said. “Why can’t | have that relationship” with Israel
and its allies “not at the expense of my friends in the Arab world, in the Muslim world? Why must it be a choice? It is not a choice.”

Senator BLUNT. Also, earlier today I asked you about the com-
ment about the bloated Pentagon. I want to get this straight. You
said that that, those comments, were before the sequestration bill
passed, and they were after. Sequestration passed on August 2.
The Financial Times interview was on August 29. What you said
on August 29 in that Financial Times interview was you said “I
think”—August 29, 2011. The quote out of the article was:
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“The Defense Department I think”—this was your quote. “The
Defense Department I think in many ways has been bloated. Let’s
look at the reality here. The Defense Department’s gotten every-
thing it wanted the last 10 years and more. We've taken priorities,
we've taken dollars, we've taken programs, we've taken policies out
of the State Department, out of a number of other Departments,
and put them over in Defense.”

So that “bloated” comment was after sequestration. Of course,
this is the Department you now, 18 months later, if this nomina-
tion is approved, would be running. Again, where do we find that,
those bloated things in the Defense Department, and what are you
prioritizing? Another way to ask what Ms. Fischer was asking
maybe is, are we going to let money drive strategy here or strategy
drive the money? As Secretary of Defense, which of those positions
are you going to take and how are you going to advocate, here’s the
money we need for the strategy we must have until we get to the
reality of here’s the money you have, now do the best you can with
it? I hope you’re an advocate for strategic-driven spending in the
Pentagon, rather than just the caretaker of the money that winds
up there.

Senator HAGEL. Senator, thank you. There are a lot of pieces and
I know we have time issues, but let me start this way. First, on
the comments I made in the Financial Times interview, again as
I addressed that today, that was an extensive interview about a lot
of things. So I was 3 weeks off.

Senator BLUNT. Well, you were after the sequestration bill had
passed, though. So you were talking

Senator HAGEL. Not sequestration; the Budget Control Act.

Senator BLUNT. But that’s what included—they were talking
here about what would happen if you took these cuts.

Senator HAGEL. That’s what I was talking about. But the Budget
Control Act that was passed was implemented a few months later,
which I agreed with, and obviously the majority of Congress did as
well, to try to find $1 trillion overall in our Government in savings
and $490 billion is coming out of DOD for the next 10 years.

But to your bigger point, you start there with the reality of what
Congress has passed, what Congress has decided to appropriate for
each Federal agency. In this current fiscal year that we’re living in,
it’s a $525 billion operating budget and $88 billion for overseas con-
tingencies. DOD works within the framework of those numbers.

I’'ve said a number of times here that I agree with you that budg-
et alone should not drive our national security, of course not. What
is the mission, as I've said? What are the priorities, which you just
brought up about different projects that Senator Fischer and others
have asked me about? How are going to fund everything? Should
you fund everything?

Do times change? Are there different threats? Ten years ago, we
put a lot of money in the Defense Department budget; there was
no such thing as a cyber warfare threat. Do we need to do more
there?

Do we need to change our force presence in Asia? We've decided
we’re going to do that. That changes things. We’re moving marines
around in the Pacific. That wasn’t the case 10 years ago.
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So things change. You manage and you direct your efforts and
you lead based on the security interests of your country first. If I
am confirmed, Senator, I will be a strong, have to be a strong advo-
cate for the Defense Department. That will be part of my job. But
that doesn’t mean that I don’t have some responsibilities for effi-
cient use of the taxpayers’ dollars and effective use of the tax-
payers’ dollars.

Senator BLUNT. Just the opposite, you do have that responsi-
bility.

Senator HAGEL. I do, that’s right.

Senator BLUNT. But I think the point is we want to be sure that
you’re advocating for the money you think you need to strategically
accomplish what we can. Then obviously at the end of the day you
have to deal with the will of the process to provide the money you
have. But we ought to let the money as much as possible be defined
by the strategy rather than the other way around, Senator.

Senator HAGEL. I agree with that.

Senator BLUNT. I’'m once again out of time.

Senator HAGEL. I agree with that, Senator. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Blunt.

Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, we have listened all afternoon to a series of ques-
tions about what you said in 2002, in 2006, in 2007. I expect,
though, if you're confirmed as the Secretary of Defense the Presi-
dent of the United States will not turn to you and ask you about
your floor speeches, as elegant as they were. He will ask you if
you’re prepared to advise him on matters of literally life and death,
that you have prepared DOD to address every contingency in a
thoughtful way, knowing the costs and the benefits; that he as-
sumes, as I do and as you've stated repeatedly, your staunch com-
mitment to our allies, in particular in the context today of the
State of Israel; and that you are fundamentally committed to the
welfare of our troops and families because you have seen as a sol-
dier that ultimately they are the difference in our military.

Looking not backwards to a series of individual quotes and foot-
notes, but looking ahead, if you are there and the President turns
to you, can you give us—and I think you can; I'm convinced of
that—the confidence that you will be prepared to give him the ad-
vice he needs to make life and death decisions which he as Com-
mander in Chief must make?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, when the President asked me to con-
sider this job I didn’t want another job. I was not looking for an-
other job. Lilibet and I had a pretty good life since I left the Sen-
ate, nothing personal. But the friendships that we’ve maintained
here and valued here and the experiences we had here we will
treasure for always. Highest privilege of my life, serving in this
body.

I say that because I wasn’t looking for another job. The President
asked me to come see him and we had a long conversation one
night, just the two of us, over an hour. We talked about the job,
the world, security, the future. Within the context of that conversa-
tion, we got down into what about this job.
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I didn’t try to sell him on the job, that I could do it. In fact, when
he asked me about why am I qualified or why would I be uniquely
qualified, I said I'm not. There are a lot of very qualified Americans
who could do this job. I don’t think a lot of them in the sense that
they’re out there everywhere. I think there are some qualifications
for this job. But I'm not the only one.

I said: “Mr. President, I'm not going to sit here and try to con-
vince you that I'm the right person. You know me, you know my
record, you know what I believe.” I've had the opportunity to work
with him pretty closely over the last 4 years as I served as co-chair-
man with you and Senator Levin’s former colleague, Senator Dave
Boren from Oklahoma, on the President’s Intelligence Advisory
Board. That’s allowed me to stay pretty current with intelligence
and make a contribution maybe a little bit there. In the last 4
years I've served on Secretary Gates’, Secretary Panetta’s Policy
Advisory Boards.

I do have some understanding, as I told him, of this. But why
I think when Lilibet and I talked about it I agreed to go forward
with this is because of the tremendous opportunities and the im-
portant time that we are living in and the opportunities we now
have to help make a better world. I think the next few years are
going to be as defining and as important in this country truly as
any few years post-World War II.

I told the President he was here at a very defining time, and if
I can help him do that, if I can help this country, I want to do it.
The experiences I'll bring to the job, Senator, I think I have a pret-
ty varied background on a lot of things. I think always in the end,
like any job, judgment is the ultimate determinant of everything.
I think experience is a factor, varied experience, responsible experi-
ence. But that all adds up to judgment. I hope, if 'm confirmed,
I can do those things to give the President and this country wise,
informed, honest advice, and I will do everything within my power
to do that.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Reed.

Senator Cruz.

Senator CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hagel, thank you for remaining through what has been
a very long hearing.

I'd like to ask some additional questions to further explore your
positions and your record, and begin with asking: Are you familiar
with an individual named Chas Freeman?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, yes.

Senator CRUZ. He was, if I understand correctly, a vice chairman
at the Atlantic Council; is that correct?

Senator HAGEL. When I became Chairman of the Atlantic Coun-
cil after I left the Senate to replace General Jim Jones, he was one
of many board members and I think was a vice chairman. But I
never really worked with him in the Atlantic Council, but I know
him, yes.

Senator CRUZ. You and he were part of a group that traveled last
year to China together; is that correct as well?

Senator HAGEL. No, that’s not correct.
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Senator CRUZ. Okay. There have been press reports to that ef-
fect.

Senator HAGEL. Those press reports are incorrect. I have never
been on any trip with Chas Freeman.

Senator CRUZ. There have also been press reports that has de-
scribed Mr. Freeman as helping coordinate efforts to defend your
nomination. Is that an accurate characterization?

Senator HAGEL. I haven’t spoken with Chas Freeman in years.
I don’t know of any activity that he’s involved in to endorse me.
There are a lot of people I appreciate are endorsing me and sup-
porting me, but I haven’t talked to Chas Freeman in years.

Senator CRUZ. Is he someone whose judgment you respect?

Senator HAGEL. I think Chas Freeman has been an important
public servant for this country. There are a lot of different opinions
that people have on different issues. I don’t agree with everybody
and it’s pretty clear everybody doesn’t agree with me. So that’s
okay.

Senator CRUZ. Do you consider his views well within the main-
stream?

Senator HAGEL. What views are you speaking about, Senator?

Senator CrRUZ. His views on the Middle East and on the Nation
of Israel?

Senator HAGEL. I'm not actually that familiar with all of his
views. I can’t speak for Chas Freeman.

Senator CRUZ. All right. Let’s move on to your record then. You
stated in your prepared remarks: “My overall world view has never
changed.” I have to admit I find that difficult to reconcile with
statements and positions you’ve taken for over a decade and what
seems to me a fairly significant shift since you’ve been nominated
for Secretary of Defense.

What I'd like to do is go through some past statements, past po-
sitions of yours and just clarify if you agree with them or not, be-
ginning with number one. In 2001, you voted against legislation
sanctioning Iran. Now, am I correct you no longer agree with that
position; you think sanctions against Iran are a good policy today?

[The information referred to follows:]

In 2001, Senator Hagel voted against legislation sanctioning Iran for its pursuit
of weapons of mass destruction and support for international terrorism.

Senator HAGEL. I have said on the record multilateral inter-
national sanctions

Senator CRUZ. Do you agree with sanctions against Iran?

Senator HAGEL. I'm sorry?

Senator CRUZ. Do you think sanctions against Iran are a good
idea today?

Senator HAGEL. Yes, yes. Yes, I always have.

Senator CRUZ. So it’s fair—I'm trying to characterize your—I'm
trying to understand your views and characterize them fairly. It’s
fair to say you no longer agree with the position in 2001 that we
should not be sanctioning Iran?

Senator HAGEL. That was a unilateral sanction and the Bush ad-
ministration—

Senator CRUZ. Today do you think unilateral sanctions are a bad
idea?
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Senator HAGEL. It’s a different time now because we now have
international sanctions on. I've supported the President’s posi-
tion

Senator CRUZ. Senator Hagel, please answer the question I
asked. Today do you think unilateral sanctions would be a bad
idea?

Senator HAGEL. Not today, 12 years later.

Senator CRUZ. So that is not a view you’d agree with today?

Senator HAGEL. Because times have changed. We now have
international sanctions on them.

Senator CRUZ. The second slide: In 2007, you voted against legis-
lation designating the Iranian Revolutionary Guard as a terrorist
group.

Senator HAGEL. That’s correct.

[The information referred to follows:]

In 2007, Senator Hagel voted against legislation designating the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard as a terrorist group.

Senator CRUZ. You no longer agree with that policy. Today your
position is the Iranian Revolutionary Guard is a terrorist group; is
that correct?

Senator HAGEL. The Revolutionary Guard is part of the Iranian
Government. The reason I voted against——

Senator CRUZ. Sir, 'm not asking the reason. I'm asking for your
views today. Do you believe the Iranian Revolutionary Guard is a
terrorist group, yes or no?

Senator HAGEL. It is part of a state sponsor of terrorism, so it’s
part of Iran, which I've said is a sponsor of state terrorism.

Senator CRUZ. Is that a yes?

Senator HAGEL. That vote wasn’t that question. That vote
gave

Senator CRUZ. I'm asking your views today. Do you believe the
Iranian Revolutionary National Guard is a terrorist group?

Senator HAGEL. It is part of a terrorist—it is part of a govern-
ment that supports terrorism.

Senator CRUZ. Is that a yes or a no?

Senator HAGEL. It’s the answer I just gave you.

Senator CrUZ. All right, we’ll move on to the next one. In 2008,
you also voted against comprehensive Iran sanctions. We've already
discussed that today you agree with sanctions, so that is another
position

[The information referred to follows:]

In 2008, Senator Hagel voted against the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Account-
ability and Divestment Act in the Senate Banking Committee.

Senator HAGEL. That again was a unilateral sanction that the
Bush administration was opposed to, and the Secretary of State of
this country, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, wrote that.

Senator CRUZ. Sir, my time is limited. I understand that you
want to give reasons for the past positions. We've discussed the
reasons. I'm simply trying to clarify your positions today.

If you look at number four, in 2010 you stated you’re not sure
it’s necessary to keep all options on the table with regard to Iran’s
nuclear program. Do you agree with that position today or is that
no longer your position?
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[The information referred to follows:]

In 2010, Senator Hagel told the Atlantic Council he was “not so sure it is nec-
essary to continue to say all options are on the table” regarding Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram.

Senator HAGEL. I don’t recall that. I have always said that all
options remain on the table. I don’t recall that speech.

Senator CRUZ. So this is not your position today? I'm just trying
to understand.

Senator HAGEL. No, it’s not. I have said that all options must re-
main on the table, including—in fact, in an op-ed I wrote with two
former CENTCOM commanders last year——

Senator CRUZ. The final one I'm going to ask you: In a 1998 Sen-
ate hearing, you stated that the United States has “tilted too far
towards Israel in the Middle East peace process”. Do you continue
to agree with this position or is that no longer your position today?

[The information referred to follows:]

In a 1998 Senate hearing, Senator Hagel said that the United States has “tilted
too far toward Israel in the Middle East peace process.”

Senator HAGEL. I don’t remember that, the context of the hearing
or the speech or all the things I said in it. No, I don’t think the
United States has tilted too far to Israel. I support the President’s
position on Israel. I've said in my book and other speeches that I
strongly support Israel.

Senator CRUZ. So you do not agree with this policy? I will point
out that I have a list of 10 other statements in the past which I'm
pretty confident if I asked you you would say you do not agree
with, and they’re all statements and quotes from you.

In my judgment, your record as a U.S. Senator—and you and I
don’t know each other. We do not have a personal relationship. But
I think your record and your past statements as a U.S. Senator
demonstrate greater antagonism for the Nation of Israel than any
member of this body, and also demonstrate a greater willingness
to stand against sanctions, stand against military action, stand
against any strong position against Iran, Hamas, Hezbollah, terror-
ists.

That ultimately is why the Washington Post described your for-
eign policy views as “near the fringe of the Senate”. That raises,
I think, very serious questions about your suitability to serve as
the Secretary of Defense. In my view, having a Secretary of De-
fense who is not viewed as supporting credible, strong military ac-
tion makes it more likely the United States will be drawn into mili-
tary conflict, and I think that would be a very unfortunate out-
come.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Cruz.

That ends the second round. If you want an opportunity to com-
ment on that. If not, I will ask you some other questions.

By the way, Senator Ayotte, in reaction to one of the things you
said about it doesn’t matter what I believe, I think what you
were—first of all, I think it does matter. We all would agree it very
much matters what you believe. But I think what you were point-
ing out is that ultimately what matters is what the President be-
lieves. I think that’s what you were aiming at.
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Senator HAGEL. That’s exactly what I was aiming at, and that’s
what I meant to say, that’s right. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. I'm now going to ask you the standard ques-
tions that I've delayed, and these are just the questions we ask of
every nominee.

Have you adhered to applicable laws and regulations governing
conflicts of interest?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Have you assumed any duties or undertaken
any actions which would appear to presume the outcome of the con-
firmation process?

Senator HAGEL. I'm sorry? I didn’t hear.

Chairman LEVIN. Have you assumed any duties or undertaken
any actions which would appear to presume the outcome of the con-
firmation process?

Senator HAGEL. No.

Chairman LEVIN. Will you ensure that your staff complies with
deadlines established for requested communications, including
questions for the record in hearings?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. If you are confirmed, will you cooperate in pro-
viding witnesses and briefers in response to congressional requests?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Will those witnesses be protected from reprisal
for their testimony or their briefings?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear and tes-
tify upon request before this committee?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Do you agree that you will provide documents,
including copies of electronic forms of communication, in a timely
manner when requested by a duly constituted committee or to con-
sult with the committee regarding the basis for any good faith
delay or denial in providing such documents?

Senator HAGEL. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Now, we’ve completed our second round and
that means that if there’s other questions remaining, we can take
a few minutes for them. Is there anybody that wants to? Yes, Sen-
ator King.

Senator KING. One very brief question. In watching television
over the last week or so, I've seen an ad questioning your nomina-
tion, a television ad. I just wondered if you or any of the people
that have worked on preparing you for this has any idea who’s
sponsoring that ad, because it’s not apparent from the ad itself?
Have you gotten to the bottom of that?

Senator HAGEL. Senator, first, I have not seen any of those ads.
I know they’re there. I long ago figured out the better way to live
life is not get drug down in the underbrush of these kinds of
things. So I don’t pay attention to it. My focus is on what’s impor-
tant about this assignment, this job, if I am confirmed, and in par-
ticular this committee and this body, and preparing myself hope-
fully for what matters with the possibility that the U.S. Senate
confirms me for this job.
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I have not asked anybody that question. I don’t know, have never
seen the ads.

Senator KING. Thank you very much, and thank you for your tes-
timony today. You've been forthright and strong, and again I ap-
preciate your commitment to this country.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman LEVIN. Another question?

Senator CRUZ. Very briefly, I wanted to thank you for your com-
mitment to this committee, number one, to provide a complete ac-
counting and copies of the speeches you've given; and number two,
to respond to the letter that you received 2 days ago requesting
specific financial information. I appreciate your commitment to do
that.

I also would ask you—in our discussion about Chas Freeman you
said you were not particularly close with him, but that your under-
standing was his views were within the mainstream, if that’s a fair
characterization.

Senator HAGEL. No, I didn’t say in the mainstream. I said I don’t
know.

Senator CRUZ. Okay. What I would ask you to do also as a fol-
low-up is to review in particular a speech that Mr. Freeman gave
on March 4, 2011, at the Palestine Center in Washington, DC, and
give me your judgment in terms of whether you agree with the
views on the Middle East and the views of the Nation of Israel that
are expressed in that speech. In particular, I would be interested
in your views on the fifth paragraph of that speech.

In my view, the views expressed in that speech are not accurate
and not within the mainstream, and I would be interested if you
concur in that assessment or if you have a different assessment.

Chairman LEVIN. That’s a question you're asking for the record?

Senator CRUZ. For the record, yes.

[The information referred to follows:]
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(From transcript - Cruz) Israel

p-270 line 23

Question: What I would ask you to do also as a follow up is to review in particular a
speech that Mr. Freeman gave on March 4, 2011 at the Palestine Center in Washington,
D.C. and give me your judgment in terms of whether you agree with the views on the
Middle East and the views on the nation of Israel that are expressed in that speech, and in
particular, I would be interested in your views on the fifth paragraph of that speech.

In my view, the views expressed in that speech are not accurate and not within the
mainstream. And I would be interested if you concur in the assessment or have a different
assessment?

Chas Freeman, May 4, 2011 — Speech at the Palestine Center in Washington, DC.
Paragraph 5; “Similarly, the cruelties of Israelis to their Arab captives and neighbors,
especially in the ongoing siege of Gaza and repeated attacks on the people of Lebanon, have
cost the Jewish state much of the global sympathy that the Holocaust previously conferred
on it. The racist tyranny of Jewish settlers over West Bank Arabs and the progressive
emergence of a version of apartheid in Israel itself are deeply troubling to a growing
number of people abroad who have traditionally identified with Israel. Many — perhaps
most of the most disaffected — are Jews. They are in the process of dissociating themselves
from Israel. They know that, to the extent that Judaism comes to be conflated with racist
arrogance (as terrorism is now conflated with Islam), Israeli behavior threatens a rebirth
of anti-Semitism in the West. Ironically, Israel — conceived as a refuge and guarantee
against European anti-Semitism — has become the sole conceivable stimulus to its revival
and globalization. Demonstrably, Israel has been bad for the Palestinians. It is turning out
also to be bad for the Jews.”

Answer: As I told you at the hearing, I have not even spoken with Chas Freeman in several
years and do not support his comments. The views expressed in the speech by Mr. Freeman that
you reference are his own, and, in my opinion, wrong. As a supporter of Israel, I do not agree
with these views and I find them to be both inaccurate and deeply concerning. As I have said
consistently throughout my career, Israel has a right to defend itself. Israeli efforts to protect its
citizens against the actions of terrorist organizations, including Hamas and Hezbollah, are part of
Israel’s right to self-defense. Palestinians will not achieve peace or prosperity if Hamas insists
on a path of terror and rejection, and Palestinians will never realize their independence through
unilateral actions. I continue to believe, as I did when I cosponsored and voted for the

Palestininian Anti-Terrorism Act of 2006, that any partner for peace must renounce violence,
abide by previous agreements, and recognize Israel’s right to exist. Negotiations between the
parties are the only viable path to peace and the two-state solution, with two states living side by
side in peace and security: the Jewish State of Isracl and an independent Palestinian State.

I am pleased that Israeli and U.S. leaders agree that the U.S.-Israel Defense relationship is
stronger than ever. Iintend to work to continue to strengthen the relationship and I am looking
forward, if confirmed, to working closely with my Israeli counterparts.
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Amb Chas Freeman:

1am hanored to have been asked to give the annual [Hisham B.] Sharabi [Memarial]
Lecture here at the Palestine Center. As all of you know, Dr. Hisham Sharabi helped
found this Center, as well as the Center for Contemporary Arab Studles at
Georgetown University, He was a great figure in the study of Arab politics and
society. He was also an indefatigable advocate of Palestinian rights. 1 never met
him, but 1 feel privileged to speak to you today in his memory. My topic is the tragic
consequences of the conflict between Israelis and Palestinians for them, for their
region, for their backers and for the world as a whole.

The saga of the Holy Land, anclent and modern, reminds someane with no personal
connection ta it of nothing so much as the Book of Job in the Hebrew Bible. There
seems to be something about Palestine that afflicts the innocent, tests the righteous
and causes incomprehensible suffering to past and present inhabitants, Israell Jews
and Palestinians both claim descent from the ancient peoples of the lands they now
contest. Their competing narratives are at the heart of the perverse drama there. In
this drama, the spiritual descendants of Jews who left Palestine assert a religious duty
to dispossess the biological descendants of those who chose to remain.

Over the course of centuries, the Jews of the diaspora were grievously persecuted by
Christians. This experience helped to inspire Zionism, It culminated in the horrors of
the Nazi Holocaust. ile, under ium and the Caliphate, all but a few of
the Jews of Palestine sought refuge in conversion to Judaism’s successor faiths:
Christianity and Islam, As an ironi¢ result, the homegrown descendants of Palestine’s
original Jewish population - the Palestinians —now suffer because newcomers proclaim
them to be interlopers in lands they have inhabited from time immemorial. And yet
ancther Jewish-descended diaspora - this time, Christlan and Muslim - has been
ejected from Palestine to suffer in exile. Nct even the most imaginative writer of
fiction could have composed an account of traumatic suffering and human tragedy
comparable to that which Zionists and Palestinlans have undergone and continue to
inflict on each other.

The moral harm that these distant cousins continue to do to each other is huge. So ls
the damage they are dalng to their sympathizers and supporters abroad. The resort
to terrorist acts by Palestinians, especially suiclde bombings in crowded public places,
has caused them to forfeit much of the international sympathy their cause would
otherwise enjoy. The massacre of civilians in the West by Arabs enraged by western
suppart for Israeli mistreatment of the Palestinians and other affronts has generated
intense European and American suspicion of all Arabs. The diffusion of Arab rage to
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non-Arab regions of the realm of Islam has aroused global antipathy to Islam even as
it has inspired acts of terrorism among Muslims.

Simitarly, the cruelties of Israelis to their Arab captives and neighbors, especially In
the ongoing siege of Gaza and repeated attacks on the people of Lebanon, have cost
the Jewish state much of the global sympathy that the Holocaust previously conferred
on it. The racist tyranny of Jewish settiers over West Bank Arabs and the progressive
emergence of a version of apartheid in Israel itself are deeply troubling to a growing
number of people abroad who have traditionally identifled with Israel. Many -
perhaps most of the most disaffected - are Jews. They are in the process of
dissaciating themselves from Israel. They know that, to the extent that Judaism
comes to be conflated with racist arragance (as terrorism is now conflated with
Islam), Israeli behavior threatens a rebirth of anti-Semitism in the West. Ironically,
Israel - conceived as a refuge and guarantee against European anti-Semitism - has
become the sole conceivable stimulus to its revival and globalization. Demonstrably,
Israel has been bad for the Palestinians. It is turning out also to be bad for the Jews.

The early Zionists were mostly secular in orientation. So was the Palestine Liberation
Qrganization (PLO). But, as the struggle between Jewish settlers and Palestinians
praceeded, it became mcreasmgly infused with religious fervor. On both sides, parties
ing sectarian i secular nati
dogmatism transformed what was at first a secular struggle between competlng local
nationalisms into a Jewish and Muslim holy war for land in Palestine. In holy wars,
compromise is equated with heresy. This tragic mutation of the conflict is now
reflected in Increasing global animosity between Muslims, Jews and their Christian
Zionist supporters. (Christian Zionists perversely support the Jewish state in order to
hasten the arrival of Judgment Day, when they expect Israel to be devastated and the
wortd to be purged of its Jews. Such people, however Rube Galdberg-like the
theology by which they propose to annihilate the Jews, are strange allies for Zionists
to embracet)

The ongoing conflict between Israelis and Palestinians has killed and wounded many
people. It has done even graver damage to the humane principles at the heart of
both Judalsm and Islam. Among Jews and Muslims in Israel and Palestine the golden
rule has been largely forgotten. The principle that one should not do to others what
one would not wish done to oneself had been integral to both faiths, In the Holy
Land, God's love has been replaced with murderaus indifference to the rights of
others in a sickeningly bloody bilateral contest to terrorize civilian populations. Ethical
voices on both sides exist but they are less and less audibte. Amoral and
unscrupulous zealots have the padium. Their right to speak in their religlous
community is seldom challenged. Their utterances blacken the reputations of both
religions.

Obfuscatory euphemisms are, unfortunately, the norm in the Holy Land. But
rhetorical tricks can no longer conceal the protracted moral zero-sum game that is In
progress there. A people without rights confronts a settler movemnent without
scruples. A predatory state with cutting-edge military technology battles kids with
stones and resistance fighters with belts of nails and explosives. Israel’s Cabinet
openly directs the murder of Palestinian political leaders. There have been about 850
such extrajudicial executions over the past decade. Israel is vigorously engaged in
the collectlve punishment and systematic ethnic cleansing of its captive Arab
populations. It rails against terrorism while carrying aut policies explicitly described
as intended to terrorize the peoples of the territories it is attacking or into which it is
|Ilegally expandmg Meanwmle the elected authorities in Palestine - indeed, most
suicide bombers and unguided missiles that
Indlscrlmlnately murder Israell civilians. Each side has suspended moral constraints
in order to cause the other to suffer in the hope that it will capitulate to such
coercion, To a distressing extent, moreover, each side has also been able to enlist
unreasaning support for its cause and the indiscriminate condemnation of the other
by powerful supporters abroad.

As always in such mayhem, truth and the law have been the first to go missing.

1srael regularly attributes to others the very things it itself is doing. It has become
noterious for its refusal to accept objective scrutiny or criticism. It routinely rebuffs
international investigators’ examination of allegations against it, even when mandated
by the U.N. [United Nations] Security Council. Instead, it stages self-indulgent acts of
self-investigation calcuiated to produce exculpatory propaganda, As a result, Israeli
government spokesmen - who once were presumed to represent the intellectual
Integrity for which Jewish scholars have always been renowned - now have no
credibility at all except among those committed to the Zionist cause. Meanwhile,
regional and international respect for the rule of law, especially humanitarian law, has
been greatly degraded. This is a special irony.

Humanitarian Jaw and the law of war are arguably the supreme maral artifacts of
Atlantic civilization, Jewish lawyers made a disproportionate contribution to the
crafting of both. The resulting legal principles were intended to deter the kinds of
injuries and injustices that European Jews and other minorities had long suffered and
to protect occupied populations from persecution by their occupiers. Both objectives
are very relevant ta contemporary Palestine. It is, however, hard to find any principle
of due process, the several Geneva Conventions, or the Nuremberg trials that has not
been systematically violated in the Holy Land. Examples of criminal conduct include
mass murder, extra-judicial killing, torture, detention without charge, the denial of
medical care, the annexation and colonization of cccupied territory, the illegal
expropriation of 1and, ethnic cleansing and the collective punishment of civilians,
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including the demolition of their homes, the systematic reduction of their
infrastructure and the de-development and impoverishment of entire regions. These
crimes have been linked to a concerted effort to rewrite international law to permit
actions that it traditionally prohibited, in effect enshrining the principle that might
makes right.

As the former head of the Israeli Defense Forces’ (IDF) Legal Department has argued:

“If you do something for long enough the world will accept it. The whole of
internatlonal taw is now based on the notion that an act that is forbidden today
becomes permissible if executed by enough countries . . . . International law
progresses through vialations.”

A colleague of his has extended this notion by pointing out that!

“The more often Western states apply principles that originated in Israel ta their
own non-traditional conflicts in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, then the
greater the chance these principles have of becoming a valuable part of
international faw.”

These references to Iraq and Afghanistan underscore the extent to which the United
States, once the principal champion of a rule-bound international order, has followed
Israel in replacing legal principles with expedlency as the central regulator of its
interaction with foreign peoples, The expediently amoral doctrine of preemptive war
is such an Israeli transplant in the American neo-conservative psyche. Neither it nor
other deliberate assaults on the rule of (aw have been met with concerted resistance
from Palestinians, Arabs, or anyone else, including the American Bar Association. The
steady displacement of traditional American values - indeed, the core doctrines of
western civilization - with ideas designed to free the state of inconvenient moral
constraints has debased the honor and prestige of our country as well as Israel.

American determination to protect Israel from the political and legal consequences of
any and all of its actions has also taken its toll, not just on the willingness of others
to credit and follow the United States, but also on the authority of international
organizations and the integrity of international law. The United Nations Security
Council was conceived as the ultimate arbiter and enforcer of an international order in
which law could protect the weak and vulnerable fram the depredations of the strong.
The world has occasionally allowed its sympathy for Palestinians, as underdegs, to
override its legal judgment, but the U.S. has routinely exercised its veto to prevent
the application of well-established principles of international law to Israel. The
Security Council has been transformed from the champion of the global rule of law
into the enemy of legality as the standard of global governance. Repeated American
vetoes on behalf of Israel have reduced the United Nations and ather international
fora to il on tal i of justice and human dignity. Confidence
in these instituti has largely di ed. Thus, the I | ine dispute has
shaped a world in which both the rule of law and the means by which it might be
realized have been deliberately degraded. We are all the worse off for this.

Israel’s strength and prosperity depend on American government and private
subsidies as well as Washington’s political and legal protection. For Israelis, the moral
hazard created by such irresponsible indulgence and unsparing American support has
been a tragedy. It has enabled Israel to foliow its most self-destructive inclinations
by relieving it from the requirement to weigh their consequences. 1t has bred hubris
that encourages the Jewish state to pursue short-term advantage without
consideration of the resulting risks to its long-term viability, For the Palestinians,
America's slavish suppart of Israel has meant an unending nightmare, trapping them
in a limba in which the pratections of both law and human decency are at best
capriciously applied. For the United States, deference to Israel’s counterpraductive
policies and actions has become a debilitating drain on American power to shape
events by measures short of war. The United States is now so closely identified with
the Jewish state that Americans cannot escape perceived complicity with any and all
of its actions, whether we agree or disagree with them. In the eyes of the world,
Israel’s behavior is a reproach to the American reputation as well as its own.

Perceived American double standards and hypacrisy on matters related to the Israel-
Palestine conflict account for much of the recent decline in international admiration
and deference to U.S. leadership in the Middie East and elsewhere. In 2006, when
free and fair elections in Palestine produced a government that Israel detested and
feared, the United States joined Isragl in seeking to isalate and overthrow that
government, thus setting aside and discrediting America’s long-professed dedication
to the spread of democracy in the Middle East and elsewhere. In 2006 and 2008, the
United States encouraged Israeli military actions against Lebanese and Palestinian
civilians that were both more brutal and sustained than those that Col. [Muammar]
Gaddafi has recently carried out against his fellow Libyans. Far from calling for no-fly
zones over Lebanon and Gaza, however, the U.S. government continued to supply
Israel with gifts of ammunition, including cluster bambs and white phosphorus, as the
IDF [Israel Defense Forces} expended its stocks of them on Lebanese and Palestinian
civilian population centers, facilities and infrastructure.

U.S, sponsorship of the late, lamented “peace process” began as a demonstration of
American diplomatic power, the indispensable role of the United States in Middle
Eastern affairs, and the necessity of all interested in peace to defer to America. The
“peace pracess” has ended by discrediting American power and diplomacy. It has
failed to deliver either the self- minatien for inians or the acceptance of
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Israel by its neighbors envisaged in the Camp David Accords. Instead, Israel's
deepening commitment to "settler Zionism” has upraoted ever greater numbers of
Palestinians while alarming and affronting other Arabs and Muslims. Four decades of
American diplomacy ts now seen in the region as having been an elaborate diplomatic
deception, yielding nothing but the coantinual enlargement of the Jewish state at
Palestintan expense.

This failure of the American-led *| peace process |5 all the mare telling because it
occurred despite the of ial interest in the achievement
of 2 formula for cohabitation on the part of both Israelis and Palestinians. This
interest is clearly reflected in the eagerness of Palestinian officials to negotiate a basis
for peaceful coexistence with Israel that is revealed In the official record of the Israel-
Palestine negotiations recently leaked to and by Al-Jazeera. The abject pleading of
Palestine’s negotlators for peace, to which these documents attest, contrasts with the
callous determination of their Israeli counterparts not to take yes for an answer. Yet
the security and prosperity of Israelis and Palestinians alike is dependent on each
accepting the other. Without Palestinian agreement, Israel cannot define its borders
or enjoy acceptance by any of its neighbors. Without Israel's agreement, Palestinlans
cannot achieve self-determination within a defined territory. Without mutual respect
and tolerance, nelther Israel nor Palestine can hope to live in peace for long.
Animosity breeds threats, and no military hegemony is forever.

The inability of the United States to build on the cbvious shared interests of
Palestinians and Israelis is, at best, damning testimeny to the incompetence of those
Americans who have made a career of processing peace without ever delivering it. At
worst, it is compelling evidence of the extent to which they have functioned as
“Israel’s lawyers,” rather than as mediators sincerely attempting to produce a
mutually respectful and therefore durable modus vivendi between Israelis,
Palestinians and other Arabs. As such, it is a reflection of the inordinate influence of
right-wing Israelis on American policies and the people chosen to implement them. [
have had personal experience of this on more than one occasion.

In late November 1988, shortly after the election of George H. W. Bush as [United
States) president, I was invited to lunch by a senior Israeli officlal with whom, in
pursuance of U.S. policy, I had worked closely to expand Israel’s diplomatic and
military presence in Africa. I had come to like and respect this official. He wished to
thank me, he said, for what I had done for his country, 1 was pleased. Over lunch,
however, he asked me what I planned to do in the new administration, adding, “Tell
me what job you want. We can get it for you.” The casual arrogance with which this
representative of a foreign power claimed to be able to manipulate the staffing of
national security positions in the U.S. government was a stunning belittlement of
American patriotism. Twenty years later, I was to be reminded that agents of foreign
influence who can make appointments to nationa! security positions in the United
States can also unmake them.

Under the circumstances, the consistent pro-Israel bias of American officials charged
with the management of the Israel-Palestine conundrum and their lack of empathy for
the Palestinians are in no way a surprise. A passionate attachment to one side is
inconsistent with medlation of its disputes with another. The absence of empathy is
fatal to the craft of diplomacy. Such disabilities account, at least in part, for the
failure of the decades-long labors of American officials to produce anything but
political cover for the ongoing displacement of Palestinians from their homes. The
ultimate achievement of American peace processors has been to bring great discredit
upon themselves and the United States. American diplomacy on the Israel-Palestine
issue is becaming less and less relevant to events in the region and increasingly
unacceptable to the world as a whole.

A new milestone in this journey to diplomatic ignominy was reached on February 18
this year, when the United States vetoed a resotution in the U.N. Security Council that
had been cobbled together from earlier official American statements, The resolution

c d the ion of Israeli and called for it to end. In doing so,
it echoed numerous previous Security Council resolutions as well as the “Road Map.”
All fourteen other members of the Council, including America’s closest allies, spoke
vigorously in favor of the resolution, which had been sponsored by 130 member
states. The debate and the vote on that resolution were an unambiguous vote of no
confidence in American as well as Israeli policy.

Thls repudiation of U.S. leadership and Israeli expansionism seems certain to be

even more when the [U.N.] General Assembly convenes in
September. The international cammunity will then take up the question of whether to
underscare its near-unanimous rejection of Israel’s claim to any territory beyond Its
pre-1967 borders by ri izing an i inian state there and admitting
that state to the United Nations. The United States no longer has the political
credibility necessary to control the diplomatic context in which Israel operates.

The displacement of the United States from its previously unchallenged primacy in
Middle Eastern diplomacy comes amidst other momentous changes In the strategic
landscape In the region. The U.S. government’s failure to stand by its longtime
protégé, [former Egyptian President] Hosni Mubarak, convinced leaders elsewhere
who, like Mubarak, had linked their fate to America that Washington is a falthless
friend and impotent protector. The decades-long inclinatian of conservative Arab
rulers to curry favor with ington by acquiesci i policles has been
gravely impaired, perhaps irreparably. But the deep dnsenchantment with America of
the dissidents who overthrew Mubarak was not overcome by the Obama
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administration’s belated abandonment of him. A majority of Egyptians want to annul
the Camp David Accords. Whether Egypt does so or not, a much larger majority of
Egyptians want their country generally to decouple its foreign policy from that of the
United States. As goes Egypt, so very llkely goes Jordan. Arab deference to
American - and hence to Israeli - interests and dictates will manifestly be much less
in future than in the past.

There is a great deal of apprehension in Israel aver these developments and not a
little consternation in Washington’s think tanks and belief tanks about them. The
storm warnings are up, and for good reason. Had Israel and the United States
planned it, we could hardly have contrived a status quo less likely to be accepted as
legitimate by a demacratized Middle East. If contemporary Israel represents the
future, it is certainly problematic. But as is so often the case with clouded situations,
there may be a bright side to the changes in progress.

Given the protracted fallure of U.S. diplomacy in the Israel-Palestine arena,
Palestinians and others may be forgiven far believing that it is time to entrust
peacemaking to other parties who are mare objective, less politically constrained and
less emotionally biased. Others in Europe and elsewhere have taken alarmed note of
the adverse effects of the unending conflict on Israel, on the Palestinians, on Arab
palitics, on regional stability, on inter-religious relations, on the moral standing of
globai Jewry and Islam, on Arab and Islamic relations with the West, on international
law and organizations and on world order. Media outside the United States have
taken progressively more balanced and nuanced note of the human suffering in the
Holy Land. Europeans and others naw evidence a considerably greater sense of
urgency about these problems than Americans have dene. The notion that only
Americans have the capacity to manage conflict resolution in the Middle East will no
longer withstand scrutiny. One recalls the role of Narway in crafting the Oslo
Accords. Perhaps, now that the United States has struck out, it's someone else’s turn
at bat.

A new game is clearly beginning. A seif-confident, religiously tolerant but secular
Turkey has emerged as a major influence on regional affairs and as an inspiration to
its democrats. Arab diplomacy is being invigorated by the aftereffects of the
revolutions in Egypt and elsewhere. There is mounting pressure on all Arab
governments to accord greater deference to popular opinion In both domestic and
foreign policy. The Middle East will no longer allow itself to be the diplomatic
playground of great powers outside It. There will, however, be new opportunities for
interested outside parties to forge diplomatic partnerships with those in the region.
Most are looking for new beginnings, new relationships and new ideas. All see an
urgent need to end the racist oppression and humiliation of Arabs in the Holy Land.
These injustices are at the root of regional instability. They empower extremist and
terrorist movements in the Middle East and beyond, They threaten the future of the
Jewish state.

Diplomatic partnerships between outside powers and Arab governments for the
purpose of crafting a durable peace in Palestine - as opposed to stabilizing the
iniquitous status quo - have lang been canspicuous by their absence. In 2002, the
Arab League announced a revolutionary peace proposal in Beirut. Israel and the
United States shelved it with minimal acknowledgment. Its potential remains
unexplored. It has a limited shelf life but there may still be an opportunity to make
use of it.

The Arabs are thinking anew. It is time for Israel to engage In new thinking of its
own. Israei has shown great skill at deflecting the peace proposals of others and
subjecting them to campaigns of diplomatic attrition. It has never made its own
speclfic proposal of peace to the Palestinians. It has demanded respect for the
dignified autonomy of its Jewish identity but has offered no reciprocal recognition of
Palestinian identity, Perhaps it is time for Israel to do these things. Its changed
strategic environment, the diminished capacity of the United States to protect it from
the palitical and legal cansequences of its conduct and changing attitudes toward it in
the Jewish diaspora foretell an end to the moral hazard from which the Jewish state
has suffered. For the first time in decades, Israel will have to take inte account the
risks to its future as it contemplates actions in the present. In the interest of its own
survival and prosperity, it may begin to make wiser and more farsighted decisions.
We must hope so.

There can, of course, be no peace between Israelis and Palestinians unless there are
governments that can commit bath sides to terms. Part of the Israeli strategy of
deferring peace 50 as to seize more land for settler Zionists has been a multifaceted
effort to ensure that no one has the authority to speak for all Palestinlans. The United
States has effectively colluded in this strategy of divide and rule, especially since the
2006 elections brought Hamas to power. If Israel is to have peace, however, rather
than perpetual rejection by both Palestinians and other Arab and Muslim neighbors, it
needs a unified Palestinian leadership with which to strike a deal. Thanks to the skill
of Egyptian diplomacy, such a Palestinian government of national unity is now a real
prospect. In the interest of peace, the region and the world should welcome and
encourage Palestinian unity rather than succumb to Pavlovian impulses to condemn it.

However distasteful they may find it to do so after all that they have suffered at
Israeli hands, Palestinians, including Gazans, must collaborate with Israel to achieve
peace. But it is equally true that there can and will be na peace for Israel until there
is peace for the Palestinians, including those in diaspora. The United States has
proven incapable of creating strategic circumstances conducive to sericus, as opposed
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to make-believe negotiations between the warring parties in the Holy Land. Perhaps,
however, such circumstances are nonetheless finally emerging, allowing Palestinians
and Israelis to attempt a fresh start at achieving peaceful coexistence. They must
look to themselves, to others in the region, and to new, non-American mediators to
accomplish this.

That Palestinians and Israelis find a mutually agreeable basis for peaceful coexistence
is essential not only to their own well-being but to that of the wider world. Only they
can make the decisions necessary to achieve this. But, in our own interest, the rest
of us must help them as best we can. The adverse consequences of the Israel-
Palestine conflict have penetrated and extended far beyond the two parties to the
holy war now raging in Palestine. The benefits of peace there would be equally deep
and wide.

This transcript may be used without permission but with proper attribution to The
Palestine Center. The speaker's views do not necessarily reflect the views of The
Jerusalem Fund.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay. Any other questions for the record need
to be submitted, as I said before, by tomorrow at 5 p.m.

I assume, Senator Cruz, that when you said that he’s agreed to
provide all of the speeches, it would be all the speeches that he has
access to; is that fair?

Senator CRUZ. That he has or that he can get copies of. I would
certainly hope and expect that he would engage in reasonable ef-
forts to get copies of speeches if he doesn’t have them in his imme-
diate files.

Chairman LEVIN. We'll say that if you have easy access or rea-
sonable access to speeches you’ve given, even though you don’t
have them, that we would expect that you could provide this as
well, as well as the other information you indicated you’re perfectly
happy to submit, you just haven’t had the time to get it ready.

Senator HAGEL. Mr. Chairman, I will commit to that and every
request, as we have. As I said, some of this I didn’t see until yes-
terday. But everything that is out there that we can find, we’ll
make every effort to get it and provide it.

Chairman LEVIN. We very much appreciate that, and your open-
ness in your responses today.

Again, the record will be open until tomorrow, as I said, at 5 p.m.
But your answers we would hope and expect would be in by Mon-
day at 5 p.m., because we would very much like to move this nomi-
nation forward to a resolution, first on this committee, and that
timetable would help us move in an expeditious way.

We thank you. We thank your family and your friends.

Unless there are other questions, we will now stand adjourned.
Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 5:50 p.m., the committee adjourned.]

[Prepared questions submitted to the Hon. Chuck Hagel by
Chairman Levin prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986 and the Special Operations reforms have strengthened the warfighting readi-
ness of our Armed Forces. They have enhanced civilian control and clearly delin-
eated the operational chain of command and the responsibilities and authorities of
the combatant commanders, and the role of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. They have also clarified the responsibility of the Military Departments to re-
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cruit, organize, train, equip, and maintain forces for assignment to the combatant
commanders.

Do you see the need for modifications of any Goldwater-Nichols Act provisions?

If s?o, what areas do you believe might be appropriate to address in these modifica-
tions?

Answer. I believe that the success of our Armed Forces since the enactment of
the Goldwater-Nichols Act amply demonstrates that the act has enhanced the abil-
ity of our Armed Forces to defend our Nation and to operate successfully as joint
forces under our combatant commanders. If confirmed, I will evaluate the imple-
mentation of the act, and will make recommendations for modifications if necessary.
At present, I am aware of no need to make changes to the act.

DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Question. Section 113 of title 10, U.S.C., provides that the Secretary of Defense
is the principal assistant to the President in all matters relating to the Department
of Defense (DOD). Subject to the direction of the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, under section 113, has authority, direction, and control over DOD.

Do you believe there are actions you need to take to enhance your ability to per-
form the duties of the Secretary of Defense?

Answer. I believe title 10 provides the Secretary of Defense appropriate, sufficient,
and clear authority to lead DOD and to serve as the principal assistant to the Presi-
dent on all matters relating to the Department. I do not foresee needing to take any
actions to enhance the ability of the Secretary of Defense to execute assigned duties.

Question. What changes to section 113, if any, would you recommend?

Answer. At present, I believe that section 113 provides sufficient legal authority
to the Secretary of Defense to allow him to perform his two primary functions. I
do not foresee needing to recommend changes to section 113.

QUALIFICATIONS

Question. What background and experience do you have that you believe qualifies
you for this position?

Answer. I volunteered for the draft and then volunteered to go to Vietnam after
I received orders to go to Germany. I served a 12-month tour which included the
Tet Offensive in 1968. I rose to the rank of infantry sergeant. For 10 of those
months, I served alongside my younger brother Tom. I understand what it is like
to be a soldier in war. I also understand what happens when there is poor morale
and discipline among the troops and a lack of clear objectives, intelligence, and com-
mand and control from Washington. I believe that experience will help me as Sec-
retary of Defense to ensure we maintain the best fighting force in the world, protect
our men and women in uniform, and ensure that we are cautious and certain when
contemplating the use of force.

When I returned from Vietnam, I graduated from the University of Nebraska,
using the G.I. Bill. Because of that benefit, I co-authored with fellow Vietnam vet-
eran Senator Jim Webb, the new G.I. Bill which became law in 2008. I know the
importance of providing our military personnel and their families with the benefits
they need, not only while in the military, but once they return to civilian life, and
I will not forget that if I am confirmed as Secretary of Defense.

I was wounded twice during my tour in Vietnam. In 1981, I was appointed by
President Reagan and confirmed by the Senate to be Deputy Administrator of the
Veterans Administration. I later resigned because of inadequate support for Viet-
nam veterans suffering from Agent Orange and other Vietnam veterans programs
that were being eliminated. I have worked with, and on behalf of veterans’ organiza-
tions my entire life. I know when the system is working, and when it is failing. The
past decade of war has produced tens of thousands of wounded warriors. Many are
still on Active Duty. Others have or are transitioning to civilian life. All need the
best care we they can give them. Because of my own experiences, I will honor that
commitment to veterans and their families if I become Secretary of Defense.

While I do not believe anyone can be fully prepared to manage an organization
as large and complex as DOD, I believe that I have significant management experi-
ence that gives me a strong sense of what needs to be done. Most important is build-
ing and working with teams. This is always an essential foundational element of
management and leadership. In the 1970s, I was the Chief of Staff to a U.S. Con-
gressman and then later Manager of Government Affairs for Firestone Tire and
Rubber Company. In the early 1980s, I co-founded Vanguard Cellular Systems, Inc.,
a publicly traded company, which became one of the largest independent cellular
systems in the country. I also served as President and Chief Executive Officer of
the World USO; the Chief Operating Officer of the 1990 Economic Summit of Indus-
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trialized Nations (G-7 Summit) in Houston, TX; Deputy Commissioner General of
the United States for the 1982 World’s Fair; President of the Private Sector Council
and president of an investment bank. I have also served on boards of some of the
world’s largest companies.

Finally as a U.S. Senator from Nebraska for 12 years, I have a legislative record
of continuing and unwavering support for our military and our national security. I
have voted to authorize the use of military force and I have questioned the military
and foreign policy decisions of our leaders. I believe this experience has prepared
me to make the tough decisionsand to know that I am accountable for those deci-
sions.

PRIORITIES

Question. If confirmed, you will confront a range of critical issues relating to
threats to national security and ensuring that the Armed Forces are prepared to
deal with these threats.

In your view, what are the major challenges confronting the next Secretary of De-
fense?

Answer. The next Secretary of Defense will be confronted with a myriad of chal-
lenges stemming from an ever more complex global environment. Some of the chal-
lenges we know today, but many will continue to unfold as we conclude over 10
years at war and look to the future of our military posture. In an ever changing
world with both state and non-state actors developing nontraditional tools of war,
the United States will be challenged by technological advancements that bring the
battlefield to both space and cyberspace. Terrorist organizations continue to pro-
liferate throughout the world and have a significant presence in places such as
Yemen, Somalia and North Africa, areas that pose great risk for regional stability.
With the ever present threat of Iran, the next Secretary of Defense must be vigilant
in pursuing the goal of preventing Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon, and must
maintain our unshakeable commitment to Israel’s security. As the United States be-
gins to rebalance to the Asia-Pacific region, the Department will be faced by new
challenges in this vital part of the world. Piracy, maritime security, disaster relief
efforts, and, of course, continued vigilance to terrorism and proliferation of nuclear
weapons name just a few known challenges. All of these things come while the
United States is fighting its own battles at home to take care of its service men and
women returning from over ten decades of war with rising medical costs and ad-
vanced medical conditions. Keeping the faith with our military men and women
must remain a high priority to ensure the military itself stays as strong and faithful
as its parts. While these are some of the few challenges we know, there are far too
many that are not yet apparent. We must be prepared for any contingency we may
face in the coming years all while doing so in the confines of this austere budget
environment.

Question. Assuming you are confirmed, what plans do you have for addressing
these challenges?

Answer. If confirmed, I plan to work with the President, Congress, and with sen-
ior civilian and military leaders of DOD to come up with comprehensive plans to
address each issue. No single issue will have a single simple answer. This will be
an iterative process that will employ the full force of Government. It will necessitate
strong relationships I plan to maintain and strengthen with our allies and partners
throughout the globe. We will define our post-2014 presence in Afghanistan and cre-
ate a new relationship and partnership with Afghanistan. To counter terrorism, we
will look into how we use our special operations forces and the development of new
technologies and surveillance techniques. As long as nuclear weapons exist, we must
maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal to deter any adversary. I am
committed to considering all options to counter Iran and its aggression, and to
maintain U.S. support for missile defense systems in Israel. With the rebalance to
the Asia Pacific, our training and specializations will change as the battlefield and
necessary skills of our servicemembers change. As our troops transition out of over
10 years of war, I will look at the services available for our men and women, both
those that continue to serve and those that transition to civilian life. If confirmed,
I plan to continue the work of Secretary Panetta to address issues of the force, such
as the unthinkable problem of sexual assault within our ranks. I will continue the
implementation of the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” and the opening of positions
to women. I will give great attention to all issues that confront our country and our
military to ensure the reputation and strength of the United States.

Question. If confirmed, what broad priorities would you establish in terms of
issues which must be addressed by the Secretary of Defense?
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Answer. If confirmed, it would be a priority to ensure the stable transition out
of Afghanistan in the next few years, to maintain U.S. military and technological
superiority against enemies both known and unknown, and to keep the faith with
our men and women in the military standing guard to protect this great and vibrant
country.

CHAIN OF COMMAND

Question. Section 162(b) of title 10, U.S.C., provides that the chain of command
runs from the President to the Secretary of Defense and from the Secretary of De-
fense to the combatant commands. Section 163(a) of title 10 further provides that
the President may direct communications to combatant commanders be transmitted
through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and may assign duties to the
Chairman to assist the President and the Secretary of Defense in performing their
command function.

Do you believe that these provisions facilitate a clear and effective chain of com-
mand?

Answer. I believe that having a clear and effective chain of command is essential
to successful military operations, and that these provisions of law lay the foundation
for such a chain of command.

Question. In your view, do these provisions enhance or degrade civilian control of
the military?

Answer. In my view, these provisions significantly enhance civilian control by
codifying the placement of the President, as Commander in Chief, and his principal
assistant for military matters, the Secretary of Defense, where they can best exer-
cise civilian control of the military: in the top two positions of the military chain
of command.

Question. Are there circumstances in which you believe it is appropriate for U.S.
military forces to be under the operational command or control of an authority out-
side the chain of command established under title 10, U.S.C.?

Answer. I believe that all military forces normally should operate under the chain
of command established under section 162 of title 10, U.S.C. However, in certain
sensitive operations a temporary exception to that chain of command may be appro-
priate. I understand that only the President may approve such an exception and the
President retains overall command responsibility, as also recognized in section 162.
Any military personnel supporting such sensitive operations remain accountable to
the military chain of command, including the Uniform Code of Military Justice. If
confirmed, I will provide the President with my best advice regarding any operation
where an exception to the established chain of command may be appropriate.

ADVICE OF THE SERVICE CHIEFS AND THE COMBATANT COMMANDERS

Question. Section 151 of title 10, U.S.C., provides, in part, that the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the principal military adviser to the President, the Na-
tional Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense and that if any member of the
Joint Chiefs submits to the Chairman advice or an opinion, in disagreement with,
or advice or an opinion in addition to, the advice presented by the Chairman, the
Chairman shall present that advice or opinion at the same time he provides his own
advice to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense.
Section 163 of title 10, U.S.C., provides that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff serves as the spokesman for the combatant commanders, especially on the
operational requirements of their commands.

What changes in law, if any, do you think may be necessary to ensure that the
views of the individual Service Chiefs and of the combatant commanders are pre-
sented and considered?

Answer. If confirmed, I will welcome and carefully consider the advice of the indi-
vidual members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the combatant commanders. I be-
lieve that the current law provides ample authority for such a close, advisory proc-
ess. If I find in the future that changes may enhance this process, I will work with
the Department and Congress to implement those changes.

Question. What is your view on the appropriate role of the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Answer. The Chief of the National Guard Bureau brings an important perspective
to the Joint Chiefs and to the Department on matters affecting the National Guard.
In my view, the Chief of the National Guard Bureau should fulfill his duty as a
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in a manner consistent with the laws governing
t}f}es ro}g of the Chief of the National Guard Bureau and the role of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.
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USE OF MILITARY FORCE

Question. The question as to whether and when U.S. forces should participate in
potentially dangerous situations is one of the most important and difficult decisions
that the national command authorities have to make. Prior Secretaries of Defense
and Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have proposed criteria to guide decision-
making for such situations.

What factors would you consider in making recommendations to the President on
the use of force?

Answer. Committing our troops to any military operation is a grave decision, and
one I, if confirmed, would make carefully and cautiously. In making a recommenda-
tion to the President on the use of military force, I would consider all the factors
previous Secretaries of Defense have identified. These would include: national inter-
est and strategic objectives; domestic and international legal basis for action; our
ability to achieve our objectives and achieve a successful outcome through use of
force; the unique need for military force and alternative means, particularly non-
military, for achieving our interests; the risks to our other interests and our force;
and the sufficiency of sustained public support for use of force.

Question. What circumstances should pertain for you to recommend that the
President employ preemptive force?

Answer. The United States must reserve the right, consistent with longstanding
principles of self-defense, to use military force if intelligence or other information
clearly demonstrates that force is necessary to prevent or blunt an imminent attack
on the United States or an ally. If confirmed, in advising the President regarding
the use of force to preempt an attack, I would consider such factors as: the nature
and immediacy of the threat; the probability of an attack; whether a pattern of ac-
tivity demonstrates the intent of an actor to carry out an attack; the likely scale
of the attack and the injury, loss, or damage likely to result absent preemptive ac-
tion; and the likelihood that there will be other opportunities to undertake effective
action in self-defense. I would also ensure that, if force is determined to be nec-
essary, we adhere to standards that govern the use of force and work to strengthen
our legitimacy in taking action, including seeking broader international support.

Question. What degree of certainty do you believe is necessary before the United
States would use preemptive force?

Answer. Any decision to use preemptive force must be informed by the best avail-
able intelligence regarding the threat that is to be countered. There should always
be a sound factual basis for concluding that force is necessary to protect the United
States or an ally from attack. If confirmed, I would examine the underlying intel-
ligence critically as such a decision must not be taken lightly. I do not believe, how-
ever, that it is necessary that we know the precise timing, location, or nature of the
hostile attack as a prerequisite to using force to counter or stop an attack on the
United States or an ally.

NATIONAL SECURITY BUDGET REDUCTIONS

Question. Part 1 of the Budget Control Act (BCA) enacted on August 2, 2011 es-
tablished budget caps designed to realize $917 billion in budget savings in Federal
discretionary spending over the period from fiscal year 2012 to fiscal year 2021. As
a result, the administration’s DOD current budget plan for fiscal years 2012 to 2021
is $487 billion lower than the $6.14 trillion it had projected a year earlier for the
same 10-year period. This reduction amounts to nearly 8 percent compared to the
previous plan.

Do you believe that defense spending reductions of this magnitude (absent a se-
quest%r) can be accomplished without significant adverse impact on our national se-
curity?

Answer. Based on my review to date, my answer is yes. I believe the Depart-
ment’s strategy can be accomplished within the constraints of the BCA. But only
if the Department has to retain the flexibility to adjust the size of its forces and
infrastructure, and take steps to control its costs, in accordance with the adminis-
tration’s present strategy and budget.

Question. How would you assess the national military strategy to deal with the
changed budget environment?

Answer. I believe the Department has taken a hard look at the new security envi-
ronment and developed a strategy that appropriately allocates reduced defense re-
sources to the highest priority needs and ensures our national security objectives
are met. If confirmed, I will further assess the strategy according to changes in the
security environment and continued fiscal pressure.

Question. What are the standards by which you will measure the adequacy of
DOD funding, if confirmed?
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Answer. If confirmed, I would measure the adequacy of DOD funding by its ability
to ensure that the Department is able to meet the country’s security challenges and
preserve the strongest military in the world.

Question. If confirmed, in this era of budget austerity, how will you prioritize the
objectives of completing the mission in Afghanistan, resetting of the force, investing
in ﬁlég future force, and meeting ongoing operational commitments around the
world?

Answer. Right now, I believe the Department can implement the administration’s
present strategy, which carefully balances the above objectives. I understand that
the immediate needs of completing the mission in Afghanistan and ongoing oper-
ational commitments cannot jeopardize resetting the force and investing in our fu-
ture. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that budget decisions are made carefully
so that we maintain a healthy balance among those near-term and longer-term ob-
jectives. I will continue to refine the Department’s spending in line with the prior-
ities of the President’s strategic objectives. However, if multi-year reductions in
funding take place (such as those required by sequestration), the Department would
need to significantly revise the defense strategy and, in all probability, would need
to make some hard choices about which of our current national defense capabilities
we could afford to retain.

READINESS OF THE ARMED FORCES

Question. The Joint Chiefs recently stated that “the readiness of our Armed
Forces is at a tipping point. We are on the brink of creating a hollow force due to
an unprecedented convergence of budget conditions and legislation that could re-
quire the Department to retain more forces than requested while underfunding that
force’s readiness.”

How do you currently assess the readiness of the Armed Forces?

Answer. I am deeply impressed by the caliber and capabilities of our military
forces. It is vitally important that they be ready to respond to the Nation’s needs,
and I am concerned that further budget cuts will negatively affect readiness. If con-
firmed, I will closely monitor the readiness of the force.

Question. Do you agree with the Joint Chiefs that readiness is at tipping point?

Answer. Maintaining ready forces is a priority, and I am concerned by the Joint
Chiefs’ assessment. If confirmed, I will work with the Joint Chiefs to better under-
stand the basis of their assessment and how we can most effectively address the
readiness challenges our military faces.

Question. If confirmed, how would you assess the impact of budget conditions on
the issue expressed by the Joint Chiefs of a hollow force?

Answer. My sense is that the concerns the Joint Chiefs have expressed about
readiness come from a variety of factors, including the challenges of recovering from
10 years of operational stress, of transitioning to a broader range of operations, and
of doing all of this in the face of fiscal austerity and budget uncertainty. If con-
firmed, I will carefully monitor how all of these factors are posing risks to readiness
and will work closely with the military and civilian leadership of the Department
to mitigate those risks to the greatest extent possible.

Question. How would you define a hollow force?

Answer. A hollow force is one that has been rendered incapable of performing the
mission that we expect it to conduct. With a hollow force, units do not have the re-
sources, personnel, equipment, and training necessary to make them capable or
ready to execute the defense strategies that secure our country.

BUDGET UNCERTAINLY AND SEQUESTRATION

Question. DOD is currently facing budget uncertainty due to the fact that it is
operating under a Continuing Resolution (CR) through at least March 27, 2013 and
due to the possibility that, absent a budget deal, the BCA will require a sequester
of security funding totaling more than $40 billion starting on March 1, 2013. DOD
officials have noted that, if CR is extended through the end of the current fiscal
year, in its current form, readiness would suffer. They have also noted that a se-
quester could seriously threaten our ability to implement our current defense strat-
egy. Secretary Panetta has stated that a sequester would have a “devastating” im-
pact on DOD.

What is your understanding of the impact a full-year Continuing Resolution would
have on DOD?

Answer. A year-long CR reduces the Department’s funding flexibility by putting
it into a straightjacket, spending money on last year’s priorities not this year’s. Con-
tinuing Resolutions force the Department to operate inefficiently because it does not
know what projects will be funded or at what level of funding. The money provided
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in the Continuing Resolution does not provide sufficient funding in the right places,
particularly critical operating accounts which could harm military readiness. In ad-
dition, Continuing Resolutions generally push the Department to use month-to-
month contracts and prohibits doing “new starts” in military construction or acquisi-
tion programs, which leads to inefficiency and backlogs in contracting.

Question. What do you believe would be the impact on DOD of a full sequester
in fiscal year 20137

Answer. As Secretary Panetta has repeatedly stated, sequestration—both the size
and the arbitrary manner of these cuts—would be devastating to the Department.
It would harm military readiness and disrupt each and every investment program.
Based on my assessment to date, I share his concerns. I urge Congress to eliminate
the sequester threat permanently and pass a balanced deficit-reduction plan. Im-
pacts of sequester could include the need to revise the defense strategy, fewer day-
to-day global activities reducing our presence and partnerships, less training includ-
ing cuts to flying and steaming hours which would reduce readiness, near universal
disruption of investment including 2,500 procurement programs, research projects,
and military construction; reduced and delayed weapons system buys with resulting
price increases, furloughs and hiring freezes for civilian workers resulting in re-
duced maintenance of weapons systems, oversight of contracts and financial sys-
tems; negative effects on morale and welfare of the force including recruiting and
retention problems.

Question. What is your understanding of the impact that the combination of a
full-year Continuing Resolution and a sequester would have on the readiness of the
Armed Forces?

Answer. It is my understanding that under this scenario, the Department would
be forced to cut over $40 billion from our budget in a little over half a year, using
a mechanistic formula to do it. It would result in 20 percent cuts in the Depart-
ment’s operating budgets. As the Joint Chiefs have warned, such cuts, if allowed
to occur, would damage our readiness, our people, and our military families. It
would result in the grounding of aircraft and returning ships to port, reducing the
Department’s global presence and ability to rapidly respond to contingencies. Vital
training would be reduced by half of current plans and the Department would be
unable to reset equipment from Afghanistan in a timely manner. The Department
would reduce training and maintenance for nondeploying units and would be forced
to reduce procurement of vital weapons systems and suffer the subsequent schedule
delays and price increases. Civilian employees would be furloughed for up to 22
days. All of these effects also negatively impact long-term readiness. It would send
a terrible signal to our military and civilian workforce, to those we hope to recruit,
and to both our allies and adversaries around the world.

Question. If confirmed what role would you play toward enacting a fiscal year
2013 Defense Appropriations Bill and avoiding a sequester?

Answer. If confirmed, I would continue to urge Congress to pass a full-year appro-
priations bill for DOD and for other Federal agencies so that the Department and
other Federal agencies may be run efficiently, with the ability to adapt to changing
circumstances, as the taxpayers expect and deserve.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS TRANSFORMATION

Question. DOD spends billions of dollars every year to acquire, operate, and up-
grade business systems needed to support the warfighter, including systems related
to the management of contracts, finances, the supply chain, and support infrastruc-
ture. Despite these expenditures, the Department’s business systems are stovepiped,
duplicative and non-integrated. Also, the Department’s ability to leverage these sys-
tems to transform how it conducts its business missions has been frustrated by its
resistance to re-engineering its business processes effectively. As a result, the De-
partment remains unable to produce timely, accurate and complete information to
support management decisions. For this reason, the Government Accountability Of-
fice (GAO) has identified defense financial management and business trans-
formation as exposing taxpayer dollars to a “high risk” of waste, fraud, and abuse.

If confirmed, how would you ensure that the financial management and business
transformation problems of DOD receive priority attention at the senior manage-
ment level and throughout the defense enterprise?

Answer. Improving financial management capability is very important, especially
in light of the fiscal challenges facing the Department and the country. I understand
plans exist to continue the improvement of the Department’s business processes
and, if confirmed, I will ensure that senior leadership—including the Chief Finan-
cial Officer, the Deputy Chief Management Officer, and the Chief Information Offi-
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cer—focus appropriate attention on this effort by holding them accountable for
progress against these plans.

Question. Do you support the objective of having the Department achieve an
auditable financial statement by the end of fiscal year 2017?

Answer. Yes. I support the effort and will maintain the Department’s commitment
to producing audit-ready financial statements by the congressional deadline of Sep-
tember 2017, with an audit beginning by the end of calendar year 2017.

Question. What steps would you take if the Department fails to reach this goal?

Answer. I would want to evaluate the nature of the problem, the reasons the goal
was not met, and the remediation options available to get the Department back on
track before determining the actions to be taken.

Question. Do you support the objective of having the Department achieve an
auditable statement of budgetary resources by the end of fiscal year 2014?

Answer. Yes, I agree with current priorities that focus first on the budgetary in-
formation most useful in managing the Department. I understand there is a plan
to ensure the budgetary statement is ready to be audited by September 2014.

Question. What steps would you take if the Department fails to reach this goal?

Answer. I understand the plan to meet that deadline has received a very high pri-
ority at all levels of the Department, and if confirmed, I would sustain this as a
high priority and hold senior leadership accountable for reaching this goal. If prob-
lems are encountered that would put this goal at risk, I would evaluate the nature
of the problem, the reasons the goal was not met, and the remediation options avail-
able to get the Department back on track. I would also ensure that Congress is kept
apprise of the Department’s progress.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS COLLABORATION

Question. The Departments of Defense and Veterans Affairs (VA) have in recent
years increased collaboration between the respective departments to support service-
members as they transition to veteran status. This support includes access to health
and mental health care, improved disability evaluation, and coordination of com-
pensation and other benefits.

If confirmed, what role would you expect to play in ensuring that the Depart-
ments of Defense and Veterans Affairs achieve the administration’s objectives in
DOD and VA collaboration?

Answer. I have been working to improve the transition of our servicemembers to
civilian life for most of my life. If confirmed, I am looking forward to taking a very
active role in this area. The Department of Veterans Affairs Secretary Eric Shinseki
is a longtime friend and if confirmed, I will continue the close partnership with him
that has existed under Secretaries Gates and Panetta. I will continue the practice
of holding regular Secretarial-level meetings and will closely monitor the progress
of the many important joint initiatives between the two Departments.

SYSTEMS AND SUPPORT FOR WOUNDED WARRIORS

Question. Servicemembers who are wounded or injured in combat operations de-
serve the highest priority from their Service for support services, healing and recu-
peration, rehabilitation, evaluation for return to duty, successful transition from ac-
tive duty if required, and continuing support beyond retirement or discharge. Yet,
as the revelations at Walter Reed Army Medical Center (WRAMC) in 2007 illus-
trated, the Services were not prepared to meet the needs of significant numbers of
returning wounded servicemembers. Despite the enactment of legislation and re-
newed emphasis, many challenges remain, including a growing population of
servicemembers awaiting disability evaluation.

What is your assessment of the progress made to date by DOD and the Services
to improve the care, management, and transition of seriously ill and injured service-
members and their families?

Answer. I believe that important progress in the care, management, and transi-
tion of seriously ill and injured servicemembers has been made in the years since
the revelations at WRAMC, though there is more work to be done. It will be a top
priority to ensure the best quality care for our seriously ill and injured service-
members and their families. My understanding is Secretary Panetta directed a de-
tailed review of the Integrated Disability Evaluation System (IDES). If confirmed,
I look forward to the opportunity to reviewing the details of that effort. I will also
work closely with the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to ensure that the Departments
of Defense and Veterans Affairs programs are fully complementary and that wound-
ed servicemembers experience a seamless system of care as they transition to vet-
eran status.

Question. What are the strengths upon which continued progress should be based?
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Answer. My understanding is that significant progress has been made in linking
an individual with their medical record in a central data repository, and making
this information available to any DOD medical treatment facility or Veterans Affairs
facility. This appears to provide seamless health care to our members. If confirmed,
I will continue to partner with the VA in this area. Although I believe there is more
work to be done in improving the care of our seriously ill and injured service-
members and their families, this issue is a top priority of the senior leadership of
the Department and a strength that I will continue to build on. I will also look to
build on the close collaboration between the Departments of Defense and Veterans
Affairs in caring for our servicemembers, veterans, and their families.

Question. What are the weaknesses that need to be corrected?

Answer. One weakness is the lack of sufficient mental health care providers at
both the Departments of Defense and Veterans Affairs. While this is mostly a func-
tion of the overall shortage of people with this specialty, I know DOD is working
hard to address this problem, through increased funding and recruitment. Another
weakness that I am aware of is that Veterans Affairs and DOD have multiple care-
givers, overwhelming patients and their families. I understand Secretary Panetta
and Secretary Shinseki signed an agreement to help wounded warriors navigate
through our systems, by naming a lead care coordinator for each wounded warrior.
If confirmed, I will closely monitor the implementation of this agreement and work
to improve upon it. There is also duplication and overlap in the various services and
care programs provided by the Department, the Military Services, and Veterans Af-
fairs, and I would want to make sure that all such programs are fully coordinated,
easily accessible, and comprehensible for our wounded, ill, and injured service-
members and their families.

Question. If confirmed, are there additional strategies and resources that you
would pursue to increase support for wounded servicemembers and their families,
and to monitor their progress in returning to duty or to civilian life?

Answer. If confirmed, I would look to build on innovative programs and partner-
ships—both with other Federal agencies, as well as with State and local govern-
ments and private and community organizations—that support our wounded, ill,
and injured servicemembers and their families. For instance, the Intrepid Fallen
Heroes Fund has added invaluably to the care and treatment of servicemembers and
veterans with traumatic brain injury (TBI) and psychological health issues through
the National Intrepid Center of Excellence, and they are in the process of building
state-of-the-art satellite treatment centers at nine of DOD’s largest installations. 1
am also heartened by cross-agency efforts like the $100 million investment an-
nounced last year by the Departments of Defense and Veterans Affairs to improve
diagnosis and treatment of mild TBI and Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder.

Question. What is your assessment of the adequacy of access to care and care
management for Federal civilian employees who are ill or injured in theater, includ-
ing evaluation and response to traumatic brain injury and post-traumatic stress?

Answer. My understanding is that Federal civilian employees who are injured or
ill in theater have been treated by theater military treatment facilities just as Ac-
tive Duty members would be. Once medically evacuated out of theater, depending
on their medical needs, they are transferred to an appropriate civilian institution.
If confirmed, I would seek to ensure that Federal civilian employees in theater re-
ceive the quality care and care management befitting those who put themselves in
harm’s way on behalf of the Nation.

Question. Studies conducted as a result of the revelations at WRAMC pointed to
the need to reform the disability evaluation system (DES). The IDES was estab-
lished to integrate the DOD and Department of Veterans Affairs disability systems
to improve and expedite processing of servicemembers through the DES.

What is your assessment of the need to further streamline and improve the IDES?

Answer. While the introduction of the joint IDES has on the whole been an im-
provement over the separate Departments of Defense and Veterans Affairs legacy
systems, there is still much room for further improvement, particularly with regard
to timeliness. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department continues to press forward,
in close collaboration with Veterans Affairs, with further improvements to the IDES.

Question. If confirmed, how will you address any need for change, particularly the
Army’s problem with an increasing number of soldiers who are not medically fit for
deployment, but who remain on Active Duty while they process through the lengthy
IDES process?

Answer. I am aware that this is an issue, particularly for the Army. I do not have
specific recommendations at this time, but if confirmed, I will work with the leader-
ship of the military services on ways that we can better balance the need to provide
servicemembers with a timely and fair disability evaluation with the need to main-
tain acceptable levels of deployable personnel.
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HOMOSEXUAL CONDUCT POLICY

Question. The law commonly referred to as “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” was repealed
effective September 20, 2011. As part of the implementation of this repeal, the Sec-
retary of Defense appointed a benefits review group to conduct a review of all poten-
tial benefits that could be made available to same-sex spouses. The report of this
review group is long overdue and has been repeatedly delayed.

What is your view of the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell?”

Answer. I fully support the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” and value the service
of all those who fight for our country. I fully support gay and lesbian men and
women serving openly in the U.S. military and am committed to a full implementa-
tion of the repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”.

. Q;testion. What is your assessment of the implementation of the repeal of this
aw?

Answer. I understand that the senior military leadership have engaged in a year-
long monitoring process and found that repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” has not had
any impacts on readiness, effectiveness, unit cohesion, recruiting, and retention. At
the same time, I realize that there is still some work to be done to achieve the full
implementation of repeal, particularly with regard to the benefits available to the
families of gay and lesbian servicemembers.

Question. What is the status of the report of the benefits review group? When is
this group expected to issue its report?

Answer. I understand that this review is not taking the form of a report, per se,
but has involved assembling detailed information on individual benefits (including
whether each such benefit might be made available under current law, and options
for how to do so) to support decision making by the senior civilian and military lead-
ership of the Department, and also that those decisions are currently under active
consideration. If confirmed, I will review the work that has been undertaken during
the course of the benefits review and will work closely with the DOD civilian and
military leadership to move forward expeditiously on this issue.

Question. What is your view on the issue of providing military benefits to same-
sex partners?

Answer. As I have stated previously, I fully support the repeal of “Don’t Ask,
Don’t Tell,” and value the service of all those who fight for our country. If confirmed,
I will do everything possible to the extent permissible under current law to provide
equal benefits to the families of all our servicemembers.

Question. If confirmed, will you ensure that completion of the report of the Bene-
fits Review Group is expedited and provided to Congress?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work closely with the DOD civilian and military lead-
ership to move forward expeditiously on this issue and will inform the appropriate
congressional committees of decisions as they are made.

RELIGIOUS GUIDELINES

Question. The Independent Review Related to the Tragedy at Fort Hood observed
that “DOD policy regarding religious accommodation lacks the clarity necessary to
help commanders distinguish appropriate religious practices from those that might
indicate a potential for violence or self-radicalization.” Recommendation 2.7 of the
Final Recommendations urged the Department to update policy to clarify guidelines
for religious accommodation and Recommendation 2.8 urged the Department to task
the Defense Science Board to “undertake a multi-disciplinary study to identify be-
havioral indicators of violence and self-radicalization....”

What is your view of these recommendations?

Answer. Ensuring appropriate accommodations for the free exercise of religions
and protecting servicemembers from violence and harm are both of vital importance.
It is my understanding that, pursuant to Recommendation 2.7, the Department up-
dated its policy on religious accommodation to ensure religious freedoms and prac-
tices are accommodated to the fullest extent possible considering mission readiness,
discipline, and unit cohesion. Regarding Recommendation 2.8, the Department did
task the Defense Science Board (DSB) to undertake a study. The DSB recently com-
pleted their study and found that it could not determine a specific list of behaviors
that would indicate risk of violent/extremist behavior. If I am confirmed, I will re-
view the implementation of the recommendations of the Fort Hood Review.

Question. What is your understanding of current policies and programs of DOD
regarding religious practices in the military?

Answer. It is my understanding that policies and programs of DOD regarding reli-
gious practices in the military seek to ensure servicemembers’ rights to observe the
tenets of their respective religions, as well as to hold no specific religious conviction
or affiliation.
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Question. In your view, do these policies appropriately accommodate the free exer-
cise of religion and other beliefs without impinging on those who have different be-
liefs, including no religious belief?

Answer. Yes, in my view, current policies appropriately accommodate the free ex-
ercise of religion for all servicemembers in the pluralistic environment that is the
U.S. military. If confirmed, I will continue to monitor and assess these policies.

Question. In your view, do existing policies and practices regarding public prayers
offered by military chaplains in a variety of formal and informal settings strike the
proper balance between a chaplain’s ability to pray in accordance with his or her
religious beliefs and the rights of other servicemembers with different beliefs, in-
cluding no religious beliefs?

Answer. It is my understanding that existing policies provide the military chap-
lains with sufficient guidance that allows them to balance, in both formal and infor-
mal settings, their own faith practices with the rights of others who may hold dif-
ferent or no religious beliefs. I recognize that this at times can be a difficult balance
to achieve, and if confirmed, I would work with the civilian and military leadership
of the Department and with Congress to ensure DOD continues to do so.

Question. If confirmed, will you work to ensure that a scientific factbased ap-
proach to understanding radicalization will drive the Department’s relevant policies
on this topic?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I would review the Department’s existing policies and
its plans to address these challenges and determine what, if any, changes should
be made. I agree that any changes to how the Department approaches this issue
should be based on a solid scientific and factual foundation.

Question. Current policy in the Department gives discretion to military leaders to
decide whether requests to waive uniform and appearance standards should be
granted based on religious beliefs.

In your view, do DOD policies appropriately accommodate religious practices that
require adherents to wear items of religious apparel?

Answer. It is my understanding that current policies allow for consideration of ac-
commodations of religious apparel that do not interfere with the performance of
military duties. If confirmed, I would work with the Military Services to ensure that
they strike the right balance between military uniform and appearance standards
and personal religious practices.

MUSLIMS IN THE U.S. MILITARY

Question. Are you concerned that the attack at Fort Hood could lead to harass-
ment or even violence against Muslims in the military?

Answer. The attack at Fort Hood was a tragedy. It is essential that the cir-
cumstances surrounding the attack not compromise the military’s core values re-
garding the free exercise of religion and treating every servicemember with dignity
and respect. Each servicemember has the right to practice his or her religious faith
without fear of persecution or retribution.

Question. If confirmed, what strategies would you advocate to address the poten-
tial for harassment or violence against Muslims in the U.S. military?

Answer. If confirmed, I will not tolerate harassment or mistreatment against
Muslims in the military, or against any servicemember based on their religious
faith. This sort of behavior or any form of cruelty and maltreatment is inconsistent
with the military’s core values, detracts from combat capability, and has no place
in the Armed Forces. I will expect commanders and leaders at all levels to maintain
an environment that promotes dignity and respect, and will hold them accountable
for preventing harassment or mistreatment.

SEXUAL ASSAULT PREVENTION AND RESPONSE

Question. Sexual assaults continue to be a significant issue in the military. Viec-
tims of sexual assault report that they are victimized twice: first by attackers in
their own ranks and then by unresponsive or inadequate treatment for the victim
and failure of the chain of command to hold assailants accountable. The Annual Re-
port on Sexual Harassment and Violence at the Military Service Academies, re-
leased in December 2012, documents that while the military academies are in com-
pliance with DOD policies, sexual assault and harassment remain a problem in each
academy. Sexual assaults continue to be persistent problem in the Services, as evi-
denced by the ongoing prosecutions of military training instructors for sexual mis-
conduct with trainees at Air Force basic training at Lackland Air Force Base. Sec-
retary Panetta has recently announced several new initiatives to address the sexual
assault problems in the military, including comprehensive assessments of initial
training of enlisted personnel and officers, creation of special victim capabilities, and
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limiting initial disposition authority to Special Court-Martial Convening Authorities
in the grade of O—6 or higher.

What is your assessment of the Department’s policies for prevention and response
to sexual assaults in the military?

Answer. Sexual assault will absolutely not be tolerated in DOD. It is a direct af-
front to the military’s core value to protect all members of the Armed Forces. Cur-
rent levels of sexual assault are unacceptably high. I know that the Department has
put considerable effort into the development and implementation of new policies and
procedures to prevent the crime of sexual assault, support victims, and hold offend-
ers appropriately accountable. But I also know that more needs to be done. Sec-
retary Panetta and the Joint Chiefs of Staff have made this issue a top priority.
If confirmed, will do the same, and ensure that the Department continues its com-
mitment to address sexual assault in a comprehensive and persistent manner.

Question. What is your view of the steps the Services have taken to prevent and
respond to sexual assaults in combat zones, including assaults against contractor
personnel?

Answer. I do not have enough information to make a comprehensive assessment
of sexual assault prevention and response in deployed environments at this time.
It is my understanding that any deployed personnel who are victims, whether
servicemembers, civilians, or contractors, receive appropriate emergency medical
care and support. I also firmly believe that there must be strict accountability for
those who perpetrate such assaults in deployed areas. If confirmed, I will ensure
the Department continues to address sexual assault in a comprehensive manner—
across all Services, in all locations, and for all personnel.

Question. What is your view of the adequacy of the training and resources the
Services have in place to investigate and respond to allegations of sexual assault?

Answer. It is my understanding that all Services have established guidelines for
a 24-hour, 7-day-a-week sexual assault response capability for victims in all loca-
tions, including deployed areas. With regard to investigations, I understand the De-
partment has multiple efforts underway to enhance its ability to investigate and re-
spond to sexual assault, child abuse, and domestic violence. If confirmed, I will
make it a priority to sustain and build on these enhanced capabilities for the inves-
tigation of “special victim” crimes.

Question. What is your view of the willingness and ability of the Services to hold
assailants accountable for their acts?

Answer. I strongly believe that anyone who commits a sexual assault in the mili-
tary needs to be held accountable. The Department has a zero tolerance policy, but
that is not enough. Accountability is key. To this end, I fully support Secretary Pa-
netta’s decision to elevate initial disposition of sexual assault cases to the level of
Colonel or Navy Captain, or higher. This action helps ensures our more seasoned,
senior commanders determine what actions are appropriate in response to allega-
tions of sexual assault. It is my belief that military commanders are essential to
making sexual assault prevention and response efforts successful. But in order to
hold assailants accountable, we must have victims who are willing to come forward
and report these crimes. To do that, victims need to have confidence in our system
of military justice. That is why I also look forward to hearing more about the impact
of the Air Force’s pilot program assigning an attorney to each victim of sexual as-
sault who requests one to represent them. I believe this could be a very good way
to increase the number of victims who are willing to come forward.

Question. If confirmed, what actions will you take to ensure senior level direction
and oversight of efforts to prevent and respond to sexual assaults?

Answer. If confirmed, I will make sexual assault prevention and response a per-
sonal priority and will work closely with the Secretaries of the Military Depart-
ments and the Chiefs of the Military Services to ensure that DOD maintains the
current high level of senior leadership focus on this issue.

INCREASED USE OF NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVES

Question. Over the last 2 decades, the National Guard and Reserves have experi-
enced their largest and most sustained employment since World War II. Numerous
problems have arisen over time in the planning and procedures for mobilization and
demobilization, e.g., inadequate health screening and medical response to service-
connected injuries or illnesses, antiquated pay systems, limited transition assistance
programs upon demobilization, and inefficient policies regarding members of the In-
dividual Ready Reserve. Reserve Force management policies and systems have been
characterized in the past as “inefficient and rigid” and readiness levels have been
adversely affected by equipment shortages, cross-leveling, and reset policies. The re-
cently enacted section 12304b of title 10, U.S.C., authorizes Service Secretaries to



160

mobilize for up to 365 consecutive days Reserve component units and individuals
in support of pre-planned combatant command missions. Current defense strategy
provides for a reduction in conventional ground forces, an increase in special forces,
and the establishment of a rotational presence in Europe, the Middle East, and any-
where U.S. interests are threatened. Some in the press have called this a “lily pad”
approach, and it potentially dovetails with an operational view of the Reserve com-
ponents.

What is your assessment of the Reserve and how it will fit into this new strategy
of smaller, more lethal forces rotating into and out of many locations of strategic
interest?

Answer. The Reserves and National Guard have clearly proven the ability to ac-
complish any assigned mission overseas or at home. They will continue to play a
vital role as we move out of the past decade of war in Iraq and Afghanistan and
the Department shapes the force to implement the new defense strategy and to re-
spond to the challenges of a new era.

Question. What is your understanding of the appropriate size and makeup of the
Reserve components in light of the current defense strategy?

Answer. I understand that questions about the size and makeup of the Active and
Reserve components are currently under consideration as the Department continues
to implement the new defense strategy and respond to the current fiscal environ-
ment. If confirmed, I will work closely with the Services and the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau to determine the most effective mix and makeup of Active, Re-
serve, and Guard personnel to support the defense strategy.

Question. What is your assessment of advances made in improving Reserve and
Guard component mobilization and demobilization procedures, and in what areas do
problems still exist?

Answer. I understand that there have been many advances made in policies and
procedures governing the utilization of the Guard and Reserves, as well as advanc-
ing the pre- and post-Active Duty benefits. These have given Reserve component
personnel the ability to plan for periods of utilization followed by substantial time
performing inactive duty at home. This provides a predictable cycle of Active Duty
and increases readiness by utilizing the Reserve components on a more regular
basis. If confirmed, I will ensure these procedures are continually assessed to ensure
they are providing the Reserve components the support they need and deserve.

Question. What do you consider to be the most significant enduring changes to
the enabling of an operational reserve aimed at ensuring Reserve component and
Guard readiness for future mobilization requirements?

Answer. In my view, the most significant and enduring change in this area has
been the use of the Reserve component as a full partner in the overall force at large.
In particular, the experience and skills that members of the Reserve component
have gained from preparing and deploying over the past decade have notably in-
creased the overall readiness of the Reserve component, and the Department will
continue to make use of these enhanced skills and readiness in the future.

Question. Do you see a need to modify current statutory authorities for the mobili-
zation of members of the National Guard and Reserves or to further enhance their
ability to perform various national security missions?

Answer. I appreciate Congress’ willingness in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2012 to
increase authorities to fully use the Reserves as a rotational force. If confirmed, I
will consider this question in light of the new strategy, but at the present time I
believe that appropriate policies and procedures are in place and no laws need to
be changed.

DWELL TIME

Question. While dwell time is improving as our forces draw down in Afghanistan,
many Active Duty military members are still not experiencing the dwell time goal
of 2 years at home for every year deployed.

In your view, when will the Active component dwell time goal be met?

Answer. I understand that all of the Services, on average, are meeting or exceed-
ing the Department’s dwell time goal of 2 years at home for every year deployed,
olr 1:12, for the Active component. If confirmed, I will continue to monitor this issue
closely.

Question. When will dwell time objectives be met for the Reserve components?

Answer. I understand Reserve component dwell time is improving, but has not
reached the Department’s dwell time goal of 5 years at home for every 1 year of
active duty, or 1:5. If confirmed, I will continue to work toward the goal of a 1:5
dwell time ratio for the Reserve component for all of the Services.
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ACTIVE-DUTY AND RESERVE COMPONENT END STRENGTH

Question. The Department last year announced its 5-year plan to reduce Active
Duty end strengths by over 100,000 servicemembers by 2017, and the Reserve com-
ponents by another 21,000 over the same period. These cuts do not include any addi-
tional personnel reductions that could result from sequestration or any agreement
to avoid sequestration.

Do you agree with this plan to reduce Active Duty and Reserve component end
strengths?

Answer. If confirmed, I will review the plan, but I believe that we must be able
to balance end-strength, readiness, and modernization. The end strength drawdown
allows us to achieve the right size force and keep it modern. The plan is designed
to maintain capable and ready military forces while managing reductions in a way
that “keeps faith” with servicemembers who have been at war for the past 10 years.
While the plan will reduce Active Duty end strength by 100,000, I believe the De-
partment has scaled back the Reserve component cut to less than 21,000 (17,000).
Preserving the Guard and Reserve reduces the risk of reductions and hedges against
uncertainty by providing capacity and capability that can be called up if needed. As
future national security conditions change, the Department’s planned drawdown
could change accordingly.

Question. What is your view of how these planned end-strength reductions will
affect dwell time ratios?

Answer. The Army and Marine Corps end strength reductions are synchronized
with plans for the drawdown in Afghanistan. The Department’s dwell time goal is
1:2 Active, 1:5 for Reserves. With some exceptions, the current dwell is 1:1 Active,
1:5 Reserve. If the Afghanistan force drawdown stays on track, the duty/dwell ratio
goal for components should be achieved. If confirmed, I will carefully monitor the
dwell time of our servicemembers since it is critical that dwell times be sufficient
to preserve the wellbeing of our force.

Question. What effect would inability to meet dwell time objectives have on your
decision to implement the planned end strength reductions?

Answer. Preserving the All-Volunteer Force is a top priority, so it is important
to avoid stressing the Active and Reserve components. If confirmed, I would assess
our ability to achieve our strategic missions and dwell time objectives prior to and
during implementation of the planned Army and Marine Corps strength reductions.

Question. What additional military personnel reductions do you envision if the De-
partment were required to sequester funding as outlined in the BCA?

Answer. The President notified Congress of his intent to exempt all military per-
sonnel accounts from sequester for fiscal year 2013, if a sequester is necessary.
However, if the Department were required to sequester funding, I believe that it
would first require a revision of the Defense Strategic Guidance announced by the
President last January. The current strategy could not be met with the significantly
diminished resources that sequester would impose. The revised strategy could very
well impact all components of our workforce—Government civilians and contractors
in the near-term as well as Active Duty and Reserve component military if the se-
quester continues beyond fiscal year 2013.

Question. In your view, what tools do the Department and Services need to get
down to authorized strengths in the future, and which of these require congressional
authorization?

Answer. The workforce management tools that Congress provided in the NDAA
for Fiscal Year 2013 will be useful for the drawdown. The Department continues to
examine whether other workforce management authorities are needed and will sub-
mit those to Congress as necessary. In addition, in the event that the Department
has to sequester funding, the Department would likely revisit the size of all compo-
nents of the workforce—Active Duty military, Reserve component military, Govern-
ment civilians, and contractors. After such a review, the Department might require,
and would then request, additional authorization for tools to meet reduced end
strength goals.

RECRUITING STANDARDS

Question. Recruiting highly qualified individuals for military service during war-
time in a cost-constrained environment presents unique challenges.

What is your assessment of the adequacy of current standards regarding qualifica-
tions for enlistment in the Armed Forces?

Answer. Today’s enlistment qualification standards are well-defined, supported by
years of experience, and have stood the test of time. They are driven by the need
to provide the Services with men and women who are prepared to adapt to the rig-
ors of military life and meet performance requirements. The adequacy of these
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standards is evidenced by over 11 years of continuous armed conflict manned by a
high quality All-Volunteer Force.

Question. In your view, is there any way to increase the pool of eligible enlistees
without sacrificing quality?

Answer. My understanding is the Services are always exploring ways to improve
their ability to expand the recruiting market without sacrificing quality. As an ex-
ample, this year the Department expanded its ability to enlist graduates with alter-
native diplomas while minimizing first term attrition. The Services also may be able
to augment their screening procedures by incorporating other measures, such as
temperament, to identify applicants who are likely to adapt well to the military. If
confirmed, I will work with the Services to continually find new ways to expand the
recruit market.

WOMEN IN THE MILITARY

Question. The issue of the appropriate role of women in the Armed Forces is a
matter of continuing interest to Congress and the American public. Last year, DOD
released a report to Congress, required by section 535 of the Ike Skelton National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383), re-
viewing the laws and policies restricting the service of female members of the
Armed Forces, and provided notice to Congress that the Department would open po-
sitions in ground combat units at the battalion level to women in occupational spe-
cialties for which they are already qualified to serve, and would eliminate the so-
called co-location policy. According to the report, the changes resulted in over 14,000
positions being opened to women that were previously denied. Since then, the Ma-
rine Corps opened training positions at its Infantry Officer course to female ma-
rines, and the Army recently announced opening some special operation aviation po-
sitions to female servicemembers.

What is your view of the appropriate role for women in the Armed Forces?

Answer. Women are indispensable to our military. They have served ably along-
side their male counterparts in Iraq and Afghanistan in a variety of roles. I support
the expansion of opportunities for women to serve. If confirmed, I will ensure that
the process of opening previously closed positions takes place expeditiously and at
the same time that our readiness and ability to defend the Nation are not com-
promised by these changes.

Question. Do you believe additional specialties should be opened up for service by
women? If so, which specialties?

Answer. On January 24, 2013, Secretary Panetta rescinded the 1994 Direct
Ground Combat Definition and Assignment Rule and directed the integration of
women into previously closed positions by January 1, 2016. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue implementation of that new policy, including its emphasis on the effectiveness
of the fighting force and the development of gender-neutral standards.

Question. Do you believe any changes in the current policy or legislation regarding
women in combat are needed or warranted?

Answer. I am not aware of further necessary changes at this time. If confirmed,
I will closely monitor the implementation of the January 24, 2013 policy and if I
see that additional policies or legislation are needed, I will make recommendations.

RISING COSTS OF MEDICAL CARE

Question. In testimony presented to Congress in February, 2009, the Assistant Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office asserted that “medical funding accounts
for more than one-third of the growth projected for operations and support funding
between 2009 and 2026.” In April 2009, Secretary Gates told an audience at Max-
well Air Force Base that “health care is eating the Department alive.” In recent
years, the Department has attempted to address the growth in overall health care
costs through various fee increases on military retirees.

What reforms in infrastructure, benefits, or benefit management, if any, do you
think should be examined in order to control the costs of military health care?

Answer. It is essential that the Department take steps to control the costs of mili-
tary healthcare while ensuring it continues to provide for our military personnel,
their families, and retirees. I understand the Department included proposals in the
fiscal year 2012 and 2013 President’s budgets that would slow the growth of
healthcare costs while preserving the quality and range of health care. These pro-
posals include increasing enrollment fees and deductibles for retirees and increasing
pharmacy co-pays. Not many of these proposals were accepted by Congress. If con-
firmed, I will review initiatives in this area and look for further opportunities as
we must continue to look for savings in this area.
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Question. What is your assessment of the long-term impact of rising medical costs
on future DOD plans?

Answer. As I understand the situation, health care consumes nearly 10 percent
of the Department’s budget and could grow considerably over the next decade, tak-
ing an ever larger bite out of our ability to invest in enhanced warfighting capa-
bility. However, I realize that the healthcare benefit is a key component of retention
for our men and women in uniform so I will work closely with the military and civil-
ian leadership in the Department to find reasonable and responsible ways to stem
this growth without breaking faith with our servicemembers, their families, and re-
tirees.

Question. If confirmed, what actions would you initiate or recommend to mitigate
the effect of such costs on the DOD top-line?

Answer. I cannot make specific recommendations at this time. If confirmed, I am
committed to continuing to review military health care. Any changes must keep the
faith with our troops, be transparent, preserve the quality and range of health care,
and protect wounded warriors, medically-retired, and the families of those who died
on Active Duty. Given today’s budget environment, we must continue to look for
savings opportunities, and this should include military health care.

PERSONNEL AND ENTITLEMENT COSTS

Question. In addition to health care costs, personnel and related entitlement
spending continues to grow and is becoming an ever increasing portion of the DOD
budget.

What actions do you believe can and should be taken, if any, to control the rise
in personnel costs and entitlement spending?

Answer. I understand personnel and entitlement costs make up a significant por-
tion of the Department’s budget and have risen sharply over the past 10 years. The
Department has proposed several initiatives in an attempt to slow the rate of
growth while continuing to attract and retain the right number and quality of per-
sonnel. If confirmed, I am committed to exploring options to find savings and more
efficient alternatives to help control the rise in personnel and entitlement costs
while still fully supporting the All-Volunteer Force.

Question. In your view, can the Department and the Services efficiently manage
the use of bonuses and special pays to place high quality recruits in the right jobs
without paying more than the Department needs to pay, or can afford to pay, for
other elements of the force?

Answer. I understand that targeted bonuses and special pays are very effective
tools for achieving the Department’s personnel strength and quality objectives and
are generally much more cost-effective than across-the-board pay increases. Like
any compensation program, these tools must be continually monitored to ensure
they are used both efficiently and effectively and that the Department is receiving
best value for its dollars.

MILITARY COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT COMMISSION

Question. The NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013 establishes a commission to review all
elements of the military compensation and retirement systems and to make rec-
ommendations to modernize those systems to ensure the long-term viability of the
All-Volunteer Force, enable a high quality of life for military families, and to achieve
fiscal sustainability for the compensation and retirement systems.

Do you agree with the need for a comprehensive study of the military compensa-
tion and retirement systems?

Answer. I believe it is appropriate to perform a comprehensive review of the mili-
tary compensation and retirement systems to ensure we have the right mix of pay
and benefits to support our members.

Question. Do you support the goals of the Commission?

Answer. Yes. I am committed to ensuring any proposed changes to the mix of pay
and benefits keep faith with those who are serving today and with those who have
served in the past.

DEPENDENT CARE AND FLEXIBLE SPENDING ACCOUNTS

Question. The 10th Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation recommended
providing dependent care and flexible spending benefits to Active Duty service-
members. Providing these benefits would seem consistent with the initiatives of
First Lady Michelle Obama and Dr. Jill Biden on behalf of military families. It
would appear that no new legislative authority is needed for the Department to pro-
vide these benefits to servicemembers and their families.
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If confirmed, would you extend these benefits to the Active Duty servicemembers
and their families?

Answer. Taking care of our servicemembers and their families is a top priority
of DOD. If confirmed, I will examine the option of flexible spending accounts for
military families to determine if they are an appropriate part of our extensive bene-
fits package for servicemembers and their families in this time of fiscal austerity.

SUICIDE PREVENTION AND MENTAL HEALTH RESOURCES

Question. The numbers of suicides in each of the Services continues to concern the
committee. The Army released a report in July 2010 that analyzed the causes of
its growing suicide rate and examined disturbing trends in drug use, disciplinary
offenses, and high risk behaviors. In addition studies conducted by the Army, of sol-
diers and marines in theater, showed declines in individual morale and increases
in mental health strain, especially among those who have experienced multiple de-
ployments.

In your view, what role should DOD play in shaping policies to help prevent sui-
cides both in garrison and in theater and to increase the resiliency of all
servicemembers and their families, including members of the Reserve components?

Answer. Suicides by military members are tragic—every suicide is one too many.
It is a a complex problem that plagues our entire society—there are no easy answers
or quick solutions. I think Secretary Panetta put it best when he said that suicide
is perhaps the most frustrating challenge he has come across as Secretary of De-
fense. I believe that DOD must take a multi-faceted approach to preventing suicides
that involves leadership responsibility, access to quality behavioral health care, ef-
forts to improve mental fitness and resiliency, and increased research on causes and
means of preventing suicide. If confirmed, I will push for enhancements to DOD’s
policies and programs in each of these areas.

Question. What is your understanding of the action that the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Army are taking in response to the July 2010 Army re-
port, and the data in Chapter 3 in particular?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department has taken multiple actions to
address the rise of suicides since the release of the Army’s July 2010 report as well
as the report of the DOD Suicide Prevention Task Force in September 2010. In par-
ticular, in November 2011, the DOD established the Defense Suicide Prevention Of-
fice to serve as the oversight authority for the implementation, standardization, and
evaluation of suicide and risk reduction programs and policies.

Question. If confirmed, what actions will you take to ensure that sufficient mental
health resources are available to servicemembers in theater, and to the service-
members and their families upon return to home station?

Answer. I am firmly committed to implementing the President’s Executive Order
on “Improving Access to Mental Health Services for Veterans, Servicemembers, and
Military Families.” I look forward to reviewing the 12-month national suicide pre-
vention campaign that DOD and VA are developing as part of the implementation
of this Executive Order and will ensure that DOD does all it can to ensure that it
is providing sufficient, high-quality behavioral health care to servicemembers and
their families.

MILITARY QUALITY OF LIFE

Question. The committee is concerned about the sustainment of key quality of life
programs for military families, such as family support, child care, education, em-
ployment support, health care, and morale, welfare and recreation services, espe-
cially as DOD faces budget challenges.

How do you perceive the relationship between military recruitment and retention
and quality-of-life improvements and your own top priorities for the Armed Forces?

Answer. Quality-of-life programs that address family readiness needs must be
available to families of our military members wherever they may be located.
Changes in our basing, deployment patterns, and force structure, as we implement
our new strategy and respond to the current fiscal environment, will pose some ad-
ditional challenges in delivering these programs. If confirmed, I will closely monitor
theb impacts of such changes to ensure the needs of our military families continue
to be met.

Question. If confirmed, what further enhancements to military qualify of life
would you consider a priority, and how do you envision working with the Services,
combatant commanders, family advocacy groups, and Congress to achieve them?

Answer. I recognize that the well-being of the force, as well as recruiting and re-
tention efforts, are significantly impacted by quality of life programs. I look forward
to working with Congress, family advocacy groups, the Services, and combatant
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commanders to ensure we have a comprehensive, accessible, and affordable suite of
programs.

FAMILY READINESS AND SUPPORT

Question. Military members and their families in both the Active and Reserve
components have made, and continue to make, tremendous sacrifices in support of
operational deployments. Senior military leaders have warned of growing concerns
among military families as a result of the stress of frequent deployments and the
long separations that go with them.

What do you consider to be the most important family readiness issues for
servicemembers and their families?

Answer. It is the Department’s responsibility to help prepare military families to
cope with the challenges inherent with military service. In order to build and sus-
tain resilient military families, the Department must continuing to focus on pro-
grams that enhance their social, financial, educational, and psychological well-being.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure that family readiness needs are ad-
dressed and adequately resourced?

Answer. Sustaining family programs in the current fiscally constrained environ-
ment will be challenging, but it is of vital importance. If confirmed, I will seek to
protect funding for family readiness programs to the greatest extent possible and
will examine all such programs to ensure that they are operating efficiently so that
available resources are going to their best and most effective uses.

Question. How would you address these family readiness needs in light of global
rebasing, deployments, and future reductions in end strength?

Answer. Changes in our basing, deployment patterns, and force structure, as we
implement our new strategy and respond to the current fiscal environment, will
pose some additional challenges to maintaining family readiness. If confirmed, I will
closely monitor the impacts of such changes to ensure the needs of our military fam-
ilies continue to be met.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure support is provided to Reserve com-
ponent families related to mobilization, deployment and family readiness, as well as
to Active Duty families who do not reside near a military installation?

Answer. I believe that DOD has a responsibility to ensure access to quality pro-
grams, information and resources to families, regardless of their location. Military
OneSource is an excellent example of a resource that is not tied to location, but al-
lows families to access information and referral by the internet or by phone with
live consultants available 24-hours-a-day, 7-days-a-week. Maintaining a strong net-
work of community-based providers, and partnerships with State and local govern-
ments are also key in ensuring local resources are readily available to service-
members and their families, particularly Reserve component families and Active
component families who do not live near a military installation. If confirmed, I will
fvaluate these programs to ensure we are meeting the needs of these military fami-
ies.

Qz;estion. If confirmed, what additional steps will you take to enhance family sup-
port?

Answer. I believe there are opportunities to improve the efficiency and accessi-
bility of the resources and programs that DOD, other Federal agencies, State and
local governments, and community organizations provide to support servicemembers
and their families. If confirmed, I will explore these opportunities and how we can
better coordinate efforts among the various entities providing family support.

DETAINEE TREATMENT POLICY

Question. Do you support the policy set forth in the July 7, 2006, memorandum
issued by the Deputy Secretary of Defense stating that all relevant DOD directives,
regulations, policies, practices, and procedures must fully comply with Common Ar-
ticle 3 of the Geneva Conventions?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you support the standards for detainee treatment specified in the re-
vised Army Field Manual on Interrogations, FM 2-22.3, issued in September 2006,
and in DOD Directive 2310.01E, the Department of Defense Detainee Program,
dated September 5, 20067

Answer. Yes.

Question. If confirmed, will you ensure that all DOD policies promulgated and
plans implemented related to intelligence interrogations, detainee debriefings, and
tactical questioning comply with the Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions
and the Army Field Manual on Interrogations?

Answer. Yes.
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Question. Do you share the view that standards for detainee treatment must be
based on the principle of reciprocity, that is, that we must always keep in mind the
risk that the manner in which we treat our own detainees may have a direct impact
on the manner in which U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen, or marines are treated,
should they be captured in future conflicts?

Answer. Yes. reciprocity is a critical component and underlying value of our de-
tainee treatment policies. As a Vietnam veteran, I also view this principle of reci-
procity as a way to protect our U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen, or marines, should
they be captured in future conflicts.

COORDINATION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Question. After the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, Congress established
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and DOD established the U.S. North-
ern Command and an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense and
Americas’ Security Affairs.

What is your assessment of the current situation regarding cooperation and co-
ordination between DOD and DHS on homeland security and civil support matters,
and what will be your goals in this regard if you are confirmed?

Answer. Recent disaster responses, including the Department’s efforts in response
to Hurricane Sandy, show that DOD and DHS have a strong relationship. This suc-
cess is a result of active engagement the Department has at all levels with DHS
and many other of the Department’s domestic interagency partners. Elements of the
Department work very closely on a daily basis with the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA), the U.S. Secret Service, the U.S. Coast Guard, and U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection. The Department and DHS have successfully exchanged
liaison and coordination staff officers to cement this collaborative approach at the
working level. While a Member of Congress I voted to establish the DHS and have
been pleased to see its success. If confirmed, my goal would be to continue to bolster
the strong relationship between the Departments of Defense and Homeland Secu-
rity.

Question. Do you believe the current mechanism for DOD to respond to the needs
of domestic government agencies for DOD support in the event of a natural or man-
made disaster is appropriate, or do you believe it needs to be modified?

Answer. The mechanisms for the Department to respond to the needs of domestic
agencies appear to be working effectively. It is my understanding that the Depart-
ment acted on 60 requests for assistance from FEMA during the Hurricane Sandy
response last year, including helping to restore power, providing millions of gallons
of fuel for first responders and residents, and removing water from the Brooklyn
Battery tunnel, the longest underwater tunnel in North America. I understand that
the Department also responded to some 21 other requests for assistance from FEMA
for a variety of other disasters in 2012, as well as providing assistance to other Fed-
eral agencies, including the U.S. Forest Service for wildland firefighting and the
U.S. Secret Service for protection of the President during special events such as the
recent Inauguration. If confirmed, I will work with the Department’s partner agen-
cies to ensure that the current mechanisms remain effective and, where opportuni-
ties arise, pursue improvements.

IRAQ LESSONS LEARNED

Question. Did you agree with the President’s decision on the withdrawal of U.S.
military forces from Iraq? If so, why? If not, why not?

Answer. Yes. I supported the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Iraq by December
2011 in accordance with the November 2008 U.S.-Iraq Security Agreement. It was
the right decision. Our military men and women in uniform had completed their
mission. We now have a strong relationship with a sovereign Iraq. Our drawdown
has allowed us to advance our strategic partnership based on mutual interests and
mutual respect.

Question. In your view, what aspects, if any, of the departure/drawdown of U.S.
forces would you have modified?

Answer. I would not have modified the withdrawal of all U.S. combat forces by
December 2011. I believe that the deadline helped the Iraqi Security Forces step up
and take responsibility for the security of their people. This has allowed us to deep-
en our partnership with a sovereign Iraq, based on mutual interests and mutual re-
spect.

Question. What do you believe are the major lessons learned from the Iraq inva-
sion and the follow-on efforts to stabilize the country through 2011?

Answer. I believe we must think very carefully before we commit our Armed
Forces to battlefields abroad. Our forces deserve policies and planning worthy of the
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sacrifices they make in combat. Our Nation learned a number of lessons in Irag—
from the invasion, to the stabilization, to the withdrawal of our forces. These lessons
include ensuring appropriate planning and preparation for a range of outcomes and
events, setting clear and realistic strategic objectives, appreciating the limitations
of military force and the necessity of engaging all levels of national power (political,
economic, cultural, intelligence), recognizing the value and difficulty of building
partnership capacity, enhancing interagency coordination, and improving our over-
sight of wartime spending and contracting. One of the most important lessons is
that the U.S. Government must prepare for combat, post-combat, and securing the
peace. The U.S. military must plan and train with civilian counterparts, be prepared
to operate effectively in all phases of conflict, and improve cultural, linguistic, and
partnering and advising skills within our force.

Question. What is your understanding and assessment, if any, of the Department’s
adaptations or changes in policy, programs, force structure, or operational concepts
based upon these lessons learned?

Answer. I understand the Department has taken a number of steps to institu-
tionalize the lessons from Iraq across policy, doctrine, organization, and training.
The Department is committed to maintaining a focus on cultural and linguistic ca-
pabilities as well as the new operational approaches in counterterrorism, counter-
insurgency, and security force assistance. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that
the Department continues to evaluate and implement lessons learned.

Question. If confirmed, what additional changes, if any, would you propose mak-
ing to policy, programs, force structure, or operating concepts based on the lessons
of combat and stability operations in Iraq?

Answer. I do not feel I know enough at this time to provide not have additional
recommendations. If confirmed, I will study and evaluate the Department’s efforts
to retain and refine the lessons learned, expertise, and specialized capabilities that
have been developed over the past 10 years of counterinsurgency and stability oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Question. You called for an international mediator under the auspices of the U.N.
Security Council to engage Iraq’s political, religious, ethnic, and tribal leaders.
Would you advocate that same course of action for Afghanistan?

Answer. If confirmed, I will closely monitor the Afghan-led reconciliation process
and make recommendations on any changes I think would be helpful. However,
within the administration, the Afghanistan reconciliation process is led by the De-
partment of State. They are in a better position to advise on the need for a U.N.
Security Council role.

Question. Based on the lessons learned during the departure of military forces
from Iraq, if confirmed, how would you shape U.S. enduring presence in Afghani-
stan in the post-2014 environment?

Answer. The U.S. presence post-2014 is an issue being discussed between the
President and the Government of Afghanistan. If confirmed, I would work to ensure
that the United States retains criminal and civil jurisdiction over U.S. forces in the
Bilateral Security Agreement now under negotiation; if it does not, I will not sup-
port a continued U.S. military presence.

STABILITY AND COUNTERINSURGENCY OPERATIONS

Question. The January 2012 DOD Strategic Guidance called for U.S. forces to be
ready to conduct limited counterinsurgency and other stability operations if re-
quired, and to retain and continue to refine the lessons learned, expertise, and spe-
cialized capabilities that have been gained over the past 10 years of operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan. At the same time, the Strategic Guidance states that, “U.S.
forces will no longer be sized to conduct large-scale, prolonged stability operations.”

In your view, how should strategic guidance for DOD manage risk and articulate
the types of missions or operations U.S. forces will or will not be expected to execute
or accomplish?

Answer. The Department’s strategic guidance documents should set clear prior-
ities that enable senior Departmental leadership to determine appropriate trade-offs
in military missions and force structure. Senior leadership deliberation on these
trade-offs should be informed by a comprehensive, strategic understanding of risk
to our defense and national security objectives. As strategy is implemented, the De-
partment should continue to test it to determine areas of risk and develop mitiga-
tion options. If confirmed, I will aim to have any risk the Department bears be both
manageable and acceptable; although budget uncertainty will make this a difficult
task.
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Question. In your view, what are the appropriate roles and responsibilities, if any,
between DOD and other departments and agencies of the Federal Government in
the planning and conduct of stability operations?

Answer. Coordinated and integrated interagency efforts are essential to the con-
duct of successful stability operations. The United States should emphasize non-
military means and military-to-military cooperation to address instability and re-
duce the demand for significant U.S. force commitments to stability operations. In
general, the Department should be in a support role to other U.S. Government de-
partments and agencies in the planning and execution of most stability operations.
However, if directed, the Department will lead stability operations activities to es-
tablish security, to restore essential services, to repair and protect critical infra-
structure, and to deliver humanitarian assistance. Once acceptable levels of security
and public order have been established, the Department should seek to transition
lead responsibility to other U.S. Government agencies, foreign governments and se-
curity forces, or international governmental organizations.

Question. In developing the capabilities necessary for stability operations, what
adjustments, if any, should be made to prepare U.S. Armed Forces to conduct sta-
bility operations without detracting from its ability to perform combat missions?

Answer. As our campaigns over the last 12 years have demonstrated, it is no
longer an either/or choice between stability operations and combat. After almost 2
decades of hard-earned lessons in Afghanistan, Iraq, the Balkans, and elsewhere,
I understand the Services have made great strides in their combined abilities to con-
duct stability operations. If confirmed, I will seek to maintain the stability oper-
ations expertise the Department has gained, and to ensure that the Services have
the mechanisms necessary to expand their capacities, should our military forces be
called upon to conduct comprehensive and sustained stability operations.

Question. Do you believe that the U.S. Government needs to establish new proce-
dures to manage stability operations? If so, why?

Answer. Collaborative and coordinated planning with interagency and inter-
national partners is fundamental to the successful management and the effective-
ness of U.S. Government stabilization and reconstruction activities. We must have
a strong combined ability to conduct effective interagency planning. If confirmed, I
will review the Department’s procedures to identify potential improvements in the
current processes and procedures used to manage stability operations across the
U.S. Government and, as necessary and possible, expand the Department’s support
to other departments and agencies in their stability operations planning and execu-
tion.

Question. With the drawdown of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, what is your
view on the future disposition of foreign and security force funding authorities in-
cluding 1206 (Global Train and Equip), the Global Security Contingency Fund
(GSCF), and other security force assistance authorities?

Answer. Today’s security challenges cannot and should not be addressed by the
United States alone. We need partnerships that combine our unique capabilities
with the unique strengths of our allies and partners. Future challenges will likely
emphasize the importance of our collaboration with capable partners. I understand
that in order to meet our counterterrorism challenges, the Department shares these
two authorities with the State Department to train and equip foreign security forces
in a more rapid fashion than traditional Foreign Military Financing. Section 1206
is an important part of the Department’s “toolbox” for responding to urgent and
emerging counterterrorism challenges and stability operations, and that the GSCF
is in its initial pilot phase. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department effec-
tively and efficiently leverages authorities that enable our security force assistance
efforts. These efforts are important to the Department’s ability to build the capacity
of foreign partners to help them develop effective and legitimate security institu-
tions that can provide for their countries’ internal security, and contribute to re-
gional and multilateral responses to threats and instability.

Question. In your view, is there a roll for DOD in improving the operational capa-
bilities of the African Standby Brigades?

Answer. The Department can help improve the capabilities of the individual coun-
tries contributing forces to the African Standby Brigades. Direct training can make
a qualitative difference in the capabilities of partner countries and increase the ef-
fectiveness of the regional organizations that mandate such operations. In terms of
helping the Standby Brigades once they are established, I understand that there are
Presidential Determinations authorizing work with some regional organizations. In
the cases where the Department is able to engage, I understand that habitual train-
ing and exercises can help strengthen the Brigades’ operational capabilities.
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SECURITY SITUATION IN IRAQ

Question. What is your assessment of the current security situation in Iraq?

Answer. The overall security situation is stable, yet challenges remain. It is crit-
ical for Iraq to resolve its internal boundary disputes and political differences with-
out the use or threat of force. I am concerned about the intent of al Qaeda in Iraq
to exploit political and sectarian differences to breed instability. The Iraqi Security
Forces have proven themselves capable of countering this threat to date and I be-
lieve that our continuing partnership with Iraq should aim to help Iraq against this
terrorist threat.

Question. What are the main challenges to stability and security in Iraq over the
coming months?

Answer. The main challenges to internal stability and security in Iraq are al
Qaeda in Iraq, slow political progress, and sectarian-motivated groups who would
use violence to advance their cause. Moreover, the unresolved status of territories
claimed by the Kurdistan Regional Government has the potential to create fissures
that can be exploited by extremist groups, and could lead to an escalation of tension
between Kurdish and central government forces. While plenty of stumbling blocks
exist, it is important that the Iraqi political parties continue to look to the political
process to resolve their differences. Continuing to encourage dialogue and respect
for the constitutional process will be crucial to ensuring long-term stability. The
United States must also closely watch the impact that events external to Iraq, such
as the deteriorating situation in Syria, have on Iraqi stability and security.

U.S.-IRAQ STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP

Question. The withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq at the end of 2011 has been
described as the beginning of a new chapter in the strategic relationship between
the United States and Iraq. The U.S.-Iraq Strategic Framework Agreement sets out
a foundation for a normalized U.S.-Iraqi relationship in areas of mutual economic,
diplomatic, cultural and security interests. Secretary of Defense Panetta and the
Iraqi Minister of Defense recently signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
for Defense Cooperation between the Ministry of Defense of the Republic of Iraq and
the DOD of the United States.

How do you envision the U.S.-Iraq strategic relationship developing in the coming
years and what are your priorities for that relationship?

Answer. The United States should seek a normal, productive relationship and a
strategic partnership with a sovereign Irag—analogous to the partnerships we have
with other countries in the region and around the world. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue to strengthen our military-to-military relationship with Iraq, and further its
reintegration into the region.

Question. What do you see as the greatest challenges for that relationship over
the coming years?

Answer. Iraq faces several tough challenges as the Nation’s new government ma-
tures and works through internal differences, and it will be important to continue
to engage Iraq during a time of change. We have moved from occupiers to partners,
and that can be a hard transition. But recent turmoil in the broader Middle East
highlights the importance of active U.S. engagement and maintaining strategic part-
nerships with regional partners based on mutual interests and mutual respect. We
must maintain focus on Iraq in order to advance broader U.S. objectives of peace
and security in the region.

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the recently concluded
MOU? In your view, does this agreement on defense cooperation promote U.S. inter-
ests with respect to Iraq and the region?

Answer. My understanding of the MOU is that it represents mutual under-
standings regarding future expansion of defense cooperation. In a time of great un-
certainty in the region, Iraq will play an increasingly important role in ensuring sta-
bility and it is critical that we continue to work together to ensure stability and
peace in the region.

OFFICE OF SECURITY COOPERATION IN IRAQ

Question. In the NDAAs for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013, Congress authorized the
Secretary of Defense to support the transition in Iraq by providing funds for the ac-
tivities and operations of the Office of Security Cooperation in Iraq (OSC-I). In the
report accompanying the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, the conferees expressed their
expectation that the administration will accelerate the transition of the OSC-I to
a normalized status comparable to Offices of Security Cooperation in other countries
in the region, and that funding for OSC-I activities and operations will be
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transitioned out of DOD to other sources, as is the case for offices of security co-
operation in other countries.

Do you support the transition of the OSC-I to a normalized office of security co-
operation comparable to those in other countries in the region?

Answer. Yes. The OSC-I, under Chief of Mission authority, is the foundation for
our long-term security partnership with Iraq. If confirmed, I will continue Secretary
Panetta’s work to normalize the OSC-I, in coordination with the Department of
State, which has lead for the U.S. Mission in Iragq.

Question. If confirmed, will you ensure that the transition of the OSC-I to a nor-
malized status, including funding from sources other than the DOD, is completed
in a deliberate manner?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will work with the Department of State, which has
lead for the U.S. Mission in Iraq, to normalize the OSC-I and transition to tradi-
tional security assistance and security cooperation funding sources.

Question. What timeframe would you use as a target to transition OSC-1 to a
normalized status?

Answer. I am unable to comment on the specific timing as I have not reviewed
the detailed plans and it is a decision to be made with the Department of State,
which has lead for the U.S. Mission in Iraq. If confirmed, I will review the planning
for OSC-I normalization and work closely with the Department of State.

AFGHANISTAN STRATEGY

Question. Do you support the current strategy for Afghanistan? In your view, is
that the right strategy?

Answer. Yes. I support the strategy that the President has set forth and that we
are now implementing, and I believe it is the right strategy. I believe that any strat-
egy should be reviewed and adapted over time, and, if confirmed, will give my best
advice to the President and consult with Congress on this critical issue.

Question. If confirmed, are there changes you would recommend to the U.S. strat-
egy in Afghanistan?

Answer. I believe that the U.S. strategy in Afghanistan is sound. I also believe
that, over time, the administration should continue to assess the strategy. If con-
firmed, I will consult with Congress, and with our allies and partners in this regard.

Qléestion. What is your assessment of the progress of the campaign in Afghani-
stan?

Answer. I believe that our campaign in Afghanistan has made significant
progress. Our Coalition and Afghan partners blunted the insurgents’ summer offen-
sive for the second consecutive year. The Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF)
are moving into security lead throughout the country. They are pushing violence out
of most populated areas, and the United States and our coalition partners agreed
in Chicago to support the long-term stability and security of Afghanistan. Exceeding
initial expectations, Afghan forces began leading the majority of operations in July
2012 and now lead approximately 80 percent of operations. In February, in conjunc-
tion with the fourth tranche of transition, the ANSF is expected to have the lead
in securing 87 percent of the Afghan population. Overall violence was down 7 per-
cent in 2012. At the same time, I understand that significant challenges remain, in-
cluding insider threats and completing the transition to Afghanistan taking on full
responsibility for its security at the end of 2014.

SECURITY TRANSITION IN AFGHANISTAN

Question. President Obama and Afghan President Karzai recently announced that
the transition to an Afghan lead for security throughout Afghanistan will occur this
spring, several months ahead of schedule. As part of the ongoing transition, coali-
tion forces are shifting increasingly to an advise-and-assist mission but will continue
to support Afghan security forces until the International Security Assistance Force
(ISAF') mission concludes by no later than the end of 2014.

Do you support the announced transition of the security lead to Afghan security
forces throughout Afghanistan by this spring?

Answer. Yes. As this transition occurs, I understand that the ISAF will shift into
an advisor support role.

Question. Do you support the shift in the mission of coalition forces to an increas-
ingly advise-and-assist role in support of Afghan security forces?

Answer. Yes. This mission shift to an increasingly support role is consistent with
what Afghans want and what was agreed at the 2010 Lisbon Summit—an Afghani-
stan able to provide for its own security, with the assistance of the U.S. and other
nations. The U.S. and our coalition and Afghan partners reaffirmed this goal at the
2012 Chicago North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Summit. For transition
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to be successful, it makes good sense for the ANSF to assume lead security responsi-
bility this year, enabled by continued support and mentoring from ISAF to prepare
them for full security responsibility by the end of 2014.

Question. Do you agree that it is important for the success of the mission in Af-
ghanistan to have Afghan security forces, rather than coalition forces, taking the
lead for security and conducting unilateral operations to the maximum extent?

Answer. Yes. Training and developing the ANSF into a force that can sustainably
assume full security responsibility by the end of 2014 is critical to meeting this ob-
jective.

Question. What is your assessment of the capacity and performance of the Afghan
security forces in assuming the lead for security in areas designated for transition,
including in contested areas?

Answer. I understand that the ANSF have exceeded initial expectations. Afghan
forces began leading the majority of operations in July 2012 and now lead approxi-
mately 80 percent of operations, including increasingly complex, multi-day oper-
ations. Violence in transition Tranches 1, 2, and 3, where the ANSF are now in the
lead, was down 9 percent, 6 percent, and 14 percent respectively in 2012 compared
to 2011. Some of these initial areas of transition include contested areas, such as
Lashkar Gah and Helmand, where the ANSF have done well. However, the last two
transition Tranches contain many contested areas, so significant challenges remain
and ISAF support will be critical throughout 2013-2014.

Question. In your opinion, are there any conditions on the ground in Afghanistan
at the end of 2014 that would preclude a responsible transition of mission from com-
bat to support for U.S. forces? Under what conditions, if any, would you recommend
against making such a transition at the end of 2014?

Answer. Currently, I believe that transition is on track for the Afghans to assume
full security responsibility by the end of 2014. At this time, I do not foresee any
realistic conditions that would preclude this transition from being completed respon-
sibly by the end of 2014. If confirmed, I will monitor the conditions closely and will
continue to assess progress, in consultation with commanders on the ground and the
Joint Chiefs; and, if necessary and warranted by changing conditions, I will adjust
the Department’s recommendations.

DRAW DOWN OF U.S. FORCES IN AFGHANISTAN

Question. In June 2011, President Obama announced his decision to draw down
the 33,000 U.S. surge force in Afghanistan so that by the summer of 2012 U.S.
forces will be at a level of 68,000. The President recently reaffirmed his pledge to
continue to bring U.S. forces home from Afghanistan at a steady pace. He also stat-
ed he would announce the next phase of the U.S. drawdown based on the rec-
ommendations of the ISAF Commander and other commanders on the ground in Af-
ghanistan.

How would you assess the decision to draw down the 33,000 U.S. surge force from
Afghanistan by the end of summer 2012?

Answer. In my view, the decision to draw down the U.S. surge by the end of the
summer has been proven by conditions on the ground. Although challenges remain
and progress in Afghanistan has been uneven in many areas, overall security has
improved and Afghans are increasingly in the lead.

Question. What in your view should be the pace of reductions in U.S. forces during
each of 2013 and 2014?

Answer. I do not have access to the relevant analysis to make a detailed assess-
ment, but understand that President Obama will consider options provided by our
senior military and civilian leaders. I support the President’s direction, articulated
in the West Point speech, for “steady” reductions. If confirmed, ensuring an effective
transition in Afghanistan will be one of my top priorities.

Question. What in your view should be the size and missions of any residual U.S.
force that may remain in Afghanistan after the end of 2014?

Answer. The key missions of any post-2014 military presence would focus: train-
ing, advising, and assisting ANSF; and targeted counterterrorism missions against
al Qaeda and its affiliates, while also protecting U.S. forces and citizens. The size
of the force will flow from missions assigned.

Question. In your view, is there a minimum number of troops that will be re-
quired to both accomplish the assigned mission and provide security for those exe-
cuting that mission?

Answer. I have not yet reviewed the detailed mission planning and analysis to
form a view regarding the appropriate number of U.S., coalition, and Afghan troops
necessary to fulfill key missions including force protection. I do believe that suffi-
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cient forces should be provided to do the job assigned to them, while protecting
themselves.

STATUS-OF-FORCES AGREEMENT FOR AFGHANISTAN

Question. As called for in the Enduring Strategic Partnership Agreement signed
in May, the United States and Afghanistan are holding talks on a Bilateral Security
Agreement, which will provide essential protections for any limited U.S. military
presence in Afghanistan after 2014.

Do you agree that it is essential that any status of forces agreement for U.S. mili-
tary forces in Afghanistan after 2014 provide immunity for U.S. troops from pros-
ecution in Afghan courts?

Answer. Yes. I agree with the position made clear by the President during his
joint press conference with President Karzai on January 11, 2013, that “it would
not be possible for us to have any kind of U.S. troop presence [in Afghanistan] post-
2014 without assurances that our men and women who are operating there are [not]
in some way subject to the jurisdiction of another country.”

AFGHANISTAN NATIONAL SECURITY FORCES

Question. What is your assessment of the progress in developing a professional
and effective Afghanistan National Security Forces (ANSF)?

Answer. Based on the information available to me, I believe that the ANSF has
and continues to make significant progress over the past few years. I understand
that today the ANSF field three out of every four people in uniform defending Af-
gélgnistan, and that Afghans conduct the majority of operations backed up by the
ISAF.

Question. What do you see as the main challenges to building the capacity of the
ANSF and, if confirmed, what recommendations, if any, would you make for ad-
dressing those challenges?

Answer. A first challenge is to continue to improve the quality, readiness and per-
formance of the 352,000 personnel in the ANSF. I understand that problems remain
in leadership, retention, corruption, and the long personnel training needed to oper-
ate certain enablers such as logistics and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance (ISR). A second challenge is for the ANSF to develop a greater capacity for
maintaining equipment and integrating it into operations needed for logistics sup-
port, mobility, ISR, and operational planning. I am aware that the Department has
an aggressive effort to close these enabler gaps. Third, and most broadly, the ANSF
must continue building its self-confidence through operational success in taking the
lead responsibility for securing transitioning areas and protecting the Afghan peo-
ple. If confirmed, I will make it a priority to continue, and where necessary, adjust
efforts to build ANSF capacity and capability.

Question. Do you support plans for building and sustaining the ANSF at 352,000
personnel?

Answer. Yes. I understand that our commanders consider the current ANSF force
of 352,000 personnel necessary to complete the transition to Afghan lead security
responsibility by the end of 2014, and to secure the country during the transition
of power following the Afghan Presidential election in 2014. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue to review the numbers and capabilities of the ANSF to ensure that we are
supporting a force structure that is sufficient to meet our goals, and is fiscally sus-
tainable over the long term.

Question. Do you agree that any reductions in the ANSF from this 352,000 level
should be based on security conditions in Afghanistan at the time those reductions
would be expected to occur?

Answer. 1 agree that changes in ANSF force levels should take account of ex-
pected security conditions. At the same time, for planning and budgeting purposes,
it is necessary to make projections about the future security environment and plans
about future force levels. If confirmed, I will review these issues and propose adjust-
ments over time, as appropriate.

INSIDER THREAT

Question. In 2012 there was a significant increase in the number of so-called
“green-on-blue” incidents in which individuals in Afghan uniform attacked U.S. or
coalition soldiers. The rising number of insider attacks has led U.S. and Afghan
military leaders to order a number of precautions against such insider threats, in-
cluding expanding Afghan counterintelligence efforts to identify possible Taliban in-
filtrators, increasing cultural sensitivity training, and expanding the “Guardian
Angel” program to protect against the insider threat in meetings between coalition
and Afghan forces.
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What is your assessment of the insider threat and its impact on the military cam-
paign in Afghanistan?

Answer. Insider attacks have the potential to damage the strategic trust nec-
essary for our campaign to succeed. It is vital that we work with our Afghan and
international partners to take every step possible to stop these attacks. I under-
stand that U.S. and Afghan efforts have reduced attacks and are helping to reduce
risks to coalition personnel. If confirmed, I will continue to pay close attention to
countering this threat.

Question. What is your assessment of the measures that have been taken by ISAF
and Afghan leaders to address the insider threat?

Answer. My understanding is that the measures put in place to date have helped
to mitigate the threat from insider attacks, with the number of attacks now drop-
ping from a peak in August 2012. Raised awareness of the threat and the implemen-
tation of robust force protection measures help protect our personnel, but the work
by the ANSF to identify threats and prevent attacks through improved intelligence
gathering and vetting of personnel remains critical. As we move into the “fighting
season” we need to ensure these steps continue to be implemented fully and that
ISAF continues to take the necessary steps to prevent these attacks. If confirmed,
I will make this a key priority.

Question. Are there additional steps that you would recommend to address this
threat, if confirmed?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue current efforts—and ask for a constant re-
view of additional measures to further reduce the risk posed by insider threats.

Question. What is your assessment of the impact of these green-on-blue attacks
on the level of trust between coalition and Afghan forces?

Answer. It is understandable that insider attacks have negatively impacted trust
in some areas. However, after more than 11 years of fighting shoulder to shoulder
and shared sacrifice, I believe that, in most areas, the relationship between the
ANSF and the Coalition remains strong, particularly out in the field, where soldiers
face a common enemy every day.

Question. In light of the spike in insider attacks, do you see a need to reconsider
our plans for embedding small Security Force Assistance Teams of U.S. military
{)ersgnnel with Afghan military units as part of the transition to an Afghan security
ead?

Answer. If confirmed, I will place a priority on mitigating insider attacks and will
ensure that our commanders continually assess the impact of these attacks on the
campaign, and consider whether changes to the Security Force Assistance Team
model should be made, including any temporary adjustments as needed.

RECONCILIATION

Question. In your view, what should be the role of the United States in any rec-
onciliation negotiations with the Afghan Taliban and other insurgent groups?

Answer. I agree with President Obama that Afghan-led reconciliation is the surest
way to end violence and ensure lasting stability in Afghanistan and the region. Most
counterinsurgencies end in some form of negotiation. The U.S. role should be to fa-
cilitate credible negotiations between the Afghan Government and the Taliban, and
ensure that three necessary outcomes are met: that the Taliban and armed groups
end violence, break ties with al Qaeda, and accept Afghanistan’s constitution, in-
cluding protections for all Afghan men and women.

Question. What additional steps, if any, should the United States be taking to
help advance the reconciliation process?

Answer. The United States should continue to coordinate efforts closely with the
Afghan Government.

Question. In your view, what should be the role of Afghanistan’s neighbors, in par-
ticular Pakistan, in the reconciliation process?

Answer. Afghanistan’s neighbors should support an Afghan-led process. Each will
benefit from improved stability in Afghanistan or potentially suffer from continued
violence. Pakistan and other neighbors should work forthrightly with Afghanistan
to mitigate any suspicions or misunderstandings.

SPECIAL OPERATIONS IN AFGHANISTAN

Question. Special Operations Forces depend on general purpose forces for many
enabling capabilities, including ISR; logistics; and medical evacuation. Admiral
McRaven, Commander of U.S. Special Operations Command, has said “I have no
doubt that special operations will be the last to leave Afghanistan” and has pre-
dicted that the requirement for special operations forces may increase as general
purpose forces continue to be drawn down.
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If confirmed, how would you ensure adequate enabling capabilities for Special Op-
erations Forces as general purpose forces continue to draw down in Afghanistan?

Answer. If confirmed, I will seek to ensure that all U.S. forces in Afghanistan—
including both Special Operations Forces and general purpose forces—are supported
by sufficient enablers. In addition to providing clear guidance to commanders, I will
seek the military advice of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and ensure that the
views of all relevant combatant commanders are taken into account.

Question. Last April, the United States and Afghanistan signed an MOU on the
“Afghanization” of direct action counterterrorism missions in Afghanistan reflecting
the shared intention of having Afghan security forces in the lead in the conduct of
such operations with U.S. forces in a support role.

Why is it important for Afghan Special Operations Forces to be in the lead on
night raids?

Answer. Having Afghans in the lead for “night operations” makes good sense for
three reasons. First, this approach helps ensure that cultural and language dif-
ferences do not result in misunderstandings that could escalate a situation. Second,
having Afghans in the lead allows for improved real-time intelligence collection.
Third, the Afghan Special Operations Forces are capable of fulfilling this mission
and their doing so is a key part of the transition.

Question. General Allen and others have consistently praised the Village Stability
Operations (VSO) and Afghan Local Police (ALP) programs—both U.S. Special Oper-
ations missions as critical elements of the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghani-
stan. Some Afghans have called for the removal of U.S. Special Operators from
these operations.

What are your views on the value of these programs and do you believe they
should be part of the long-term strategy in Afghanistan (i.e. post-2014)?

Answer. I understand that VSO and the ALP have contributed to the decline in
Taliban control in many strategic areas throughout Afghanistan. If I am confirmed,
I will make a priority to assess the potential future value of these programs.

U.S. STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP WITH PAKISTAN

Question. What would you consider to be areas of shared strategic interest be-
tween the United States and Pakistan?

Answer. I believe the United States and Pakistan share common interests in dis-
rupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda, and in long-term regional stability,
including a durable political settlement in Afghanistan and the safety and security
of the Indian Ocean.

Question. In what areas do you see U.S. and Pakistani strategic interests diverg-
ing?

Answer. The United States and Pakistan often diverge over Pakistan’s approach
to the militant and terrorist networks that operate in Pakistan’s territory and do
not overtly threaten the Pakistani state. However, in my view, these networks
threaten Pakistani stability, endanger the prospects for a settlement in Afghanistan,
and undermine regional stability—so that in fact, while the relationship is chal-
lenging, I believe our long-term strategic interests are in alignment.

Question. If confirmed, what changes, if any, would you recommend for U.S. rela-
tions with Pakistan, particularly in terms of military-to-military relations?

Answer. U.S.-Pakistan military-to-military ties have been marked by periodic ups
and downs. In my view, the military-military relationship should be underlined by
a realistic, pragmatic approach to enhancing those areas of cooperation that are dic-
tated by our common interests and to ensuring accountability for actions that de-
tract from these interests. If confirmed, I will make accomplishing that goal a pri-
ority.

U.S. ASSISTANCE TO PAKISTAN

Question. Since 2001, the United States has provided significant military assist-
ance to Pakistan. In addition, the United States has provided significant funds to
reimburse Pakistan for the costs associated with military operations conducted by
Pakistan along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border and other support provided in con-
nection with Operation Enduring Freedom.

In your view, how effective has the assistance and other support that the United
States has provided to Pakistan been in promoting U.S. interests?

Answer. As the President has said, more terrorists have been killed in Pakistan
than anywhere else since September 11—and that would not be possible without
Pakistani cooperation. Security assistance for Pakistan has helped Pakistan press
this campaign against the militant and terrorist networks that threaten us all. If
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confirmed, I will work to ensure that our security assistance and other support to
Pakistan both serves U.S. interests and is cost effective.
Question. Do you support conditioning U.S. assistance and other support to Paki-
stan on Pakistan’s continued cooperation in areas of mutual security interest?
Answer. U.S. assistance to Pakistan should not be unconditional. At the same
time, any conditions should be carefully examined to ensure they advance U.S. stra-
tegic interests.

AL QAEDA AND ASSOCIATED FORCES

Question. What is your assessment of the threat posed by al Qaeda and its associ-
ated forces to the U.S. Homeland, U.S. interests overseas, and Western interests
more broadly?

Answer. I assess that the threat posed by al Qaeda to the U.S. Homeland has
been significantly diminished over the past 4 years. At the same time, al Qaeda’s
remaining leadership in Pakistan and al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula remains
of serious concern. Additionally, the Arab Spring has created new opportunities for
al Qaeda affiliates in Syria and North Africa.

Question. In light of the recent events in Benghazi and Algeria, do you share the
assessment that al Qaeda is on the brink of strategic defeat?

Answer. Our sustained military, intelligence, and diplomatic efforts over the last
10 years have brought us closer to the strategic defeat of core al Qaeda. There can
be no doubt, however, that al Qaeda and associated forces remain potent, dan-
gerous, and adaptable foes—as evidenced by its despicable actions in Benghazi and
more recently in Algeria. If confirmed, I will continue to focus on defeating al Qaeda
and its associated forces around the world.

ARAB SPRING

Question. The Arab Spring has changed—and will likely continue to change—the
political dynamics in the Middle East and North Africa. These changes require the
United States to adjust our military-to-military and defense civilian relations in this
region. Some observers argue that the United States should reduce significantly our
military-to-military contact in countries as a result of the ongoing changes and oth-
ers advocate more robust and stepped-up contact with our partners in this region.

In your view, what should be the posture of the U.S. Government on military-to-
military and defense civilian relations in the region?

Answer. DOD’s military-to-military and defense civilian relations with our part-
ners in the Middle East and North Africa have played a critical role in advancing
U.S. strategic interests, which include: securing and protecting Israel, preventing
Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon, defeating extremists, countering terrorist or-
ganizations, ensuring the free flow of commerce, and supporting operations in Af-
ghanistan. Engagement with key partners’ defense ministries and militaries, build-
ing partner capacity to meet common challenges, having a forward presence to en-
able operations and deter threats, and if and when necessary to conduct future con-
tingencies, all require considerable effort by both DOD and the Department of State.
During this time of change and uncertainty in the region, the Department should
sustain military-to-military and defense civilian relations, while continuing to evalu-
ate and recalibrate the nature and substance of our relationships to ensure they are
consistent with U.S. values and advance U.S. vital national interests.

SYRIA

Question. The civil war in Syria continues and President Assad’s commitment to
continuing his regime’s ongoing operations appear unwavering—despite broad inter-
national condemnation. To date, the United States has limited its support to opposi-
tion forces to non-lethal assistance to forces on the ground, as well as technical as-
sistance to elements of the opposition working to build a cohesive political entity.

In your view, what is the proper role on the United States in this conflict?

Answer. I support the administration’s position that Syrian President Bashar al-
Asad has lost all legitimacy and must step aside to enable a political solution that
ends the bloodshed, and meets the aspirations of the Syrian people. As President
Obama has clearly stated, Asad must go. I also support the administration’s ap-
proach to the ongoing crisis in Syria—working closely with allies, partners and mul-
tilateral institutions to achieve this goal through diplomatic and economic pressure
on the Asad regime.

I agree with the administration’s continued support of the Geneva Action Group’s
framework for a political solution, which was endorsed by the five permanent mem-
bers of the U.N. Security Council, the Arab League, and the U.N. General Assembly.
If confirmed, I will continue to support Joint U.N.-Arab League Special Representa-
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tive Brahimi’s efforts to build international support for the Geneva framework and
urge all parties in Syria to take steps toward its implementation, to help expedite
an end to the suffering of the Syrian people.

Question. In your view, should the United States provide other kinds of support
to opposition groups on the ground in Syria, including the provision of lethal sup-
port?

Answer. The U.S. Government should continue providing non-lethal assistance to
the unarmed opposition, as well as humanitarian support to Syrians in need, both
inside Syria and in neighboring countries. The United States should also continue
to support the opposition in the diplomatic arena. This includes helping the newly
established Syrian Opposition Council with its efforts to end the conflict and im-
prove the future of the Syrian people. I also believe that, like ongoing diplomatic
efforts, U.S. assistance efforts should continue to be coordinated with our allies,
partners, and relevant regional groups to have the biggest impact possible.

I do not believe that providing lethal support to the armed opposition at this time
will alleviate the horrible situation we see in Syria. The Syrian people are in great
need during this difficult period, and the United States is helping to address those
basic needs by providing medical assistance, humanitarian assistance, and political
support on the international stage. We must continually explore additional ways to
provide resources and help influence the right outcome.

Question. If confirmed, will you review Defense Department planning for options
to ensure the security of chemical weapons in Syria, and recommend any additional
planning, if needed?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department continues planning for
a variety of contingencies in order to provide the President with options. This in-
cludes relevant planning for Syria and specifically, the security and elimination of
chemical weapons in Syria. If confirmed, I will review these plans and, if necessary,
I will direct additional planning on this and any other potential contingencies.

Question. In your view, what should be NATO’s role with respect to Syria Gi.e.
should NATO consider a military intervention, the creation of a no-fly zone, or other
military operations to protect civilians and support opposition forces)?

Answer. The United States is working with our allies to achieve a peaceful and
orderly political transition in Syria and to end the bloodshed as quickly as possible.
Our NATO allies are closely monitoring the situation in Syria, especially as the con-
flict touches on NATO’s border in Turkey, and like us, are extremely concerned
about the deteriorating humanitarian conditions on the ground. NATO’s ultimate
task is the protection and defense of NATO members. To that end, I support
NATO’s decision to augment Turkey’s air and missile defense capabilities in order
to defend the population and territory of Turkey and contribute to the de-escalation
of the crisis along the alliance’s border. This includes the recent deployment of
NATO Patriot batteries to Turkey from the United States, Germany, and The Neth-
erlands. I understand the administration has also been working with our inter-
national partners, including NATO allies, to ensure that the appropriate humani-
tarian assistance is reaching those Syrians in need, both inside Syria and in neigh-
boring countries (Lebanon, Turkey, Jordan, and Iraq).

LIBYA

Question. On March 19, 2011, the multilateral military operation, named Oper-
ation Odyssey Dawn, was launched in Libya to enforce United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1973. Following the initial operations against Libyan integrated
air defense systems, this operation continued under NATO Command as Operation
Unified Protector.

What are your views on the limited U.S. military mission in Libya—Operation
Odyssey Dawn and Operation Unified Protector?

Answer. I believe the U.S. and NATO operations in Libya were a success. Oper-
ation Odyssey Dawn stopped Colonel Qadhafi’s army from advancing on Benghazi,
saved thousands of lives, and established the conditions for a no-fly-zone. Operation
Unified Protector built on these accomplishments and created the time and space
needed for the opposition to oppose, and ultimately overthrow, Qadhafi. Both oper-
ations had limited and clear objectives for the unique capabilities the U.S. military
could provide, avoided U.S. boots-on-the-ground, integrated allies and partners,
minimized collateral damage and civilian casualties to a historically unprecedented
extent, and enjoyed the legitimacy of U.N. Security Council authorization. This was
all achieved at a fraction of the cost of recent interventions in the Balkans, Iraq,
or Afghanistan.
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U.S. MARINE CORPS SUPPORT TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT

Question. The Accountability Review Board for Benghazi recently completed its re-
port examining the facts and circumstances surrounding the September 11-12, 2012
attack against the U.S. temporary mission facility in Benghazi. Among its findings
and conclusions, its report supported the “State Department’s initiative to request
additional marines and expand the Marine Security Guard (MSG) Program—as well
as corresponding requirements for staffing and funding. The Board also recommends
that the State Department and DOD identify additional flexible MSG structures and
request further resources for the Department and DOD to provide more capabilities
and capacities at higher risk posts.” In the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, Congress
authorized up to 1,000 additional marines in the MSG program to provide the addi-
tional end strength and resources necessary to support enhanced Marine Corps se-
curity at U.S. embassies, consulates, and other diplomatic facilities.

In your view, should the Marine Corps diplomatic security mission be expanded
to include new roles beyond the protection of classified information and equipment,
and if so, how many additional marines and what rank structure would be needed?

Answer. I am aware that the Departments of Defense and State are currently
thoroughly examining the challenges and threats posed by global unrest to our over-
seas operations and are developing options to address these challenges. These op-
tions include consideration of expanding Marine Security Guard detachments, as
well as adjustments to their roles and responsibilities. I have not reviewed the de-
tails of the options and, therefore, am unable to comment on the specific arrange-
ments, numbers of personnel, or rank structure at this time. However, if confirmed,
I will place personal emphasis on this issue and work closely with the Secretary of
State and Congress to ensure we are doing all we can to help protect our diplomats
and diplomatic facilities overseas.

Question. In your view, should the current arrangements between the Department
of State and U.S. Marine Corps be modified?

Answer. I cannot recommend any changes at this time. If confirmed, I will review
the on-going work and recommendations that are being developed by the Depart-
ments of Defense and State that is examining the roles, responsibilities, and ar-
rangements of the U.S. Marine Security Guards and the Department of State.

STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION OPERATIONS

Question. Over the past decade, DOD has funded an increasing number of mili-
tary information support operations (formerly known as psychological operations)
and influence programs. The GAO reports that DOD has “spent hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars each year” to support its information operations outreach activities.
Many of these programs are in support of operations in Afghanistan, but Military
Information Support Teams (MIST) from U.S. Special Operations Command also de-
ploy to U.S. embassies in countries of particular interest around the globe to bolster
the efforts of the Department of State and the U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment. Further, the geographic combatant commands are increasingly moving into
this operational space.

What are your views on DOD’s military information support operations and influ-
ence programs?

Answer. I believe DOD must be able to influence and inform foreign audiences
in environments susceptible to the messages of U.S. adversaries. MISTs are trained
in developing culturally appropriate messages to counter hostile information and
propaganda, as well as assisting with building the capacity of partner nations to
conduct these activities themselves. I understand that DOD influence activities, in-
cluding those conducted by MISTSs, are coordinated closely with the embassies in the
areas where they operate, both inside and outside of areas of conflict, and at times
can support common efforts of other agencies. I understand the Department has
taken significant steps to address congressional concerns related to policy oversight,
budgeting, and effectiveness. If confirmed, I intend to continue to be responsive to
Congress on this matter, as well as to continue the Department’s efforts to coordi-
nate information activities across the interagency.

Question. In 2005, al Qaeda’s Ayman al-Zawahiri declared that “We are in a bat-
tle, and more than half of it is taking place in the battlefield of the media.” In 2010,
a non-partisan study highlighted the lack of a U.S. strategy to counter radical
ideologies that foment violence (e.g. Islamism or Salafist-Jihadism).

In your view, what is the appropriate role of DOD, if any, in developing and im-
plementing a strategy to counter radical ideologies, and how does that role com-
plement or conflict with the efforts of the Intelligence Community and the State De-
partment?
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Answer. Countering violent extremist ideology is a whole-of-government endeavor.
I believe the Defense Department’s focus should be on using its assets to meet mili-
tary objectives and providing support to other U.S. Government agencies as re-
quested. I understand the Department’s activities in this area are closely coordi-
nated with the Intelligence Community and the State Department.

Question. Defense Secretary Gates launched the Minerva Program in 2009 to de-
velop deeper social, cultural and behavioral expertise for policy and strategy pur-
poses.

Do you support this program and its goals?

Answer. I understand both Secretary Gates and Secretary Panetta supported the
MINERVA initiative, which provides the Department with a means to focus re-
search on complex social, cultural and political dynamics related to our strategic in-
terests around the world. If confirmed, I would seek to learn more about the pro-
gram and assess its continued value in supporting policy and strategy development.

SOMALIA

Question. Somalia is a training and operations hub for al Shabab and other vio-
lent extremists; pirates operating in the Indian Ocean and Arabian Peninsula; illicit
traffickers of weapons, humans, and drugs; and remnants of the al Qaeda East Afri-
ca cell that was responsible for the destruction of our embassies in Dar es Salaam
and Nairobi in August 1998.

What is your assessment of the threat posed by al Shabab to the U.S. Homeland
and U.S. and Western interests in the East African region?

Answer. My understanding is that successful operations by the African Union
Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) have reduced Al-Shabaab’s freedom of movement in
south and central Somalia, but al Shabaab remains a threat to the U.S. Homeland
and to U.S. and Western interests in the Horn of Africa. Al Shabaab leaders have
claimed affiliation with al Qaeda since 2007 and formally merged with the group
in February 2012. Al Shabaab has demonstrated a desire and capability to conduct
terrorist acts throughout the Horn of Africa, and it presents a threat to the home-
land through links into Somali diaspora communities in the United States and Eu-
rope. Al Shabaab continues to repress the Somali people and remains the greatest
threat to the new Somali Government. As the new Somali Government stands up,
I believe that the United States must remain focused on the risks posed by al
Shabaab.

Question. Given the role of the various U.S. Government Departments and Agen-
cies in the Horn of Africa, what changes, if any, would you make to DOD’s current
role in the Horn of Africa?

Answer. With the establishment of the new government in Somalia and U.S. rec-
ognition of that government earlier this month, the Department will continue to
play a role in Somalia’s security sector development in order to help secure the
gains made by AMISOM. Most of the U.S. Government’s traditional security co-
operation tools have been restricted from use in Somalia for some time, but I under-
stand that the United States will explore possible changes in the coming year, as
the United States moves to normalize relations with Mogadishu. If confirmed, I will
work to ensure that the Department’s approach to Somalia is developed as part of
a coordinated U.S. national security policy toward the Horn of Africa, and to deter-
mine how the Department can and should best support our foreign policy in this
region.

Question. In your view, what role, if any, should the United States play in the
building of a Somali national army?

Answer. The United States can play a guiding and mentoring role in the develop-
ment of Somalia’s security sector. It is in the U.S. interest to ensure that Somalia’s
new government has a competent and professional military to provide security to
its citizens and play a constructive role in the region.

AL QAEDA IN THE ARABIAN PENINSULA

Question. A number of senior U.S. officials have indicated the most significant
threat to the U.S. Homeland currently emanates from Yemen.

What is your assessment of the threat posed by al Qaeda in the Arabian Penin-
sula to the United States?

Answer. I am very concerned about the threat that al Qaeda in the Arabian Pe-
ninsula (AQAP) poses to the Homeland. AQAP has attempted at least three attacks
on the United States since December 2009, and in my view fully intends to attack
again. AQAP has shown some very sophisticated and innovative techniques, such
as the development of concealed explosive devices and printer cartridge bombs.
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AQAP is also attempting to recruit and radicalize would-be terrorists in the West
through its extensive media outreach.

Question. What is your assessment of the current U.S. strategy to counter al
Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, specifically in Yemen?

Answer. I support the administration’s whole-of-government strategy to: support
the political transition, marshal international economic and humanitarian assist-
ance, and build Yemen’s counter-terrorism capabilities through training and assist-
ance. The U.S. strategy to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat AQAP is a collaborative
U.S.-Yemeni effort. By closely monitoring and acting on current threat streams
while building key Yemeni capabilities, I believe the United States has shown the
ability to counter near-term threats.

We have made a number of important gains against AQAP over the past couple
of years. I understand that the Department continues to collaborate extensively
with Yemeni forces on operational matters, which have helped remove several key
AQAP operatives from the battlefield. Efforts to counter AQAP’s narrative have
helped to delegitimize the group and discourage its efforts to recruit new operatives.
The U.S. Government’s work on countering threat financing has made it more dif-
ficult for AQAP to receive funds and to support other parts of al Qaeda. U.S. ef-
forts—many of them executed by the Department—to train, advise, and equip Yem-
eni forces are driving AQAP from territory it previously held and are enabling pre-
cise operations to capture and kill AQAP leaders.

NORTH AFRICA

Question. In December 2012, Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta stated that “Al
Qaeda has long sought to operate in areas beyond the reach of effective security and
governance, [and] we know that al Qaeda, its affiliates and adherents are looking
to establish a foothold in other countries in the Middle East, and north and west
Africa, including al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, and the Boko Haram group in
Nigeria.”

What is your assessment of the threat posed by al Qaeda and its associated forces
in North Africa? Do they pose a threat to the United States homeland and/or U.S.
interests abroad?

Answer. Al Qaeda in the lands of the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) poses an increas-
ing threat to U.S. interests. My understanding is that at this time, there is no cred-
ible evidence that AQIM is a direct threat to the U.S. Homeland. However, as seen
in the recent hostage situation in Algeria, AQIM and its associates do threaten U.S.
persons and interests abroad, as well as our European allies.

Question. In January 2013, the French Armed Forces began conducting operations
against violent extremist groups in Mali.

In your view, what should be the role, if any, of the United States in supporting
the French operation?

Answer. The United States shares the French goal of denying AQIM and other
terrorists a safe haven in the region. I agree with the administration’s decision to
support the French mission without deploying U.S. combat forces on the ground. My
understanding is that this support includes assisting the movement of French and
African forces, providing intelligence and planning support, and assisting in the
training and preparation of African forces.

Question. In your view, what should be the role of the United States in working
with United Nation’s Security Council authorized forces from the Economic Commu-
nity of West African States (ECOWAS) in Mali?

Answer. The African-led International Support Mission in Mali (AFISMA), ap-
proved by a Chapter VII U.N. Security Council mandate to restore Malian sov-
ereignty and counter violent extremists, is very important for U.S. interests and for
regional stability. I support the U.S. position to expedite the training, equipping and
deployment of West African troops as part of AFISMA to ensure a successful, Afri-
can-led mission.

COLLABORATION BETWEEN THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AND THE INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNITY

Question. Since September 11, 2001, collaboration—both analytical and oper-
ational—between the Defense Department and the Intelligence Community has
grown increasingly close. On one hand, seamless collaboration is a vital component
of effective and rapid responses to non-traditional threats, and bringing together the
strengths of the full spectrum of defense and intelligence missions creates opportu-
nities for solutions to complex problems. On the other hand, such collaboration—
without effective management and oversight—risks blurring the missions of agen-



180

cies and individuals that have cultivated distinct strengths or creating redundant
lines of effort.

What are your views regarding the appropriate scope of collaboration between
DOD and the Intelligence Community?

Answer. Collaboration between DOD and the Intelligence Community (IC) is an
essential element for supporting our national security objectives. Eight of the 17 IC
components are embedded in the Department which constitutes a substantial por-
tion of the Nation’s intelligence capabilities and resources. It is my understanding
that the Department depends on capabilities provided by the IC to support weapons
systems acquisition and to enable military operations, while the IC depends on ca-
pabilities provided by the Department to support a wide range of critical intel-
ligence-related and special activities. Collaboration has also been central to the abil-
ity to dismantle and eventually defeat al Qaeda and to counter the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD). In 2007, the Secretary of Defense and the Di-
rector of National Intelligence (DNI) established the position of the Director of De-
fense Intelligence (DDI) within the Office of the Director of National Intelligence,
and dual-hatted the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (USD(I)) as the
DDI. The DNI and the USD(I) have since pursued National Intelligence Program-
Military Intelligence Program budget integration leading to more effectiveness and
efficiencies from vital intelligence resources.

Question. In your view, are there aspects of the current relationship between the
Department and the Intelligence Community that should be re-examined or modi-
fied?

Answer. I do not know the issue well enough to make recommendations at the
time. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department consistently assesses its proc-
esses and procedures for evaluating how it interacts with the IC and look for oppor-
tunities to build on the existing relationship.

NATO ALLIANCE

Question. The NATO alliance continues to be central to our coalition operations
in Afghanistan and elsewhere, even as many NATO members have significantly re-
duced their national defense budgets in response to economic and fiscal pressures.

Do you agree that U.S. participation in the NATO Alliance contributes to advanc-
ing U.S. security interests?

Answer. Yes. the transatlantic relationship is of critical importance to U.S. secu-
rity interests. NATO has been the cornerstone of European security and an integral
part of U.S. foreign policy for more than 60 years, and NATO has continued to be
critically important to U.S. security interests in recent years. In Afghanistan, there
have been nearly 40,000 allied and partner forces alongside our own. In Libya,
NATO allies came together with Arab and other partners to prevent a humanitarian
catastrophe, and to support the Libyan people. Over years in the Balkans, NATO
has been vital to stability and has moved us closer to the goal of a Europe whole,
free, and at peace. NATO must remain the central Alliance in U.S. global strategy
and has proven an effective partner.

Question. What are the greatest opportunities and challenges that you foresee for
NATO in meeting its strategic objectives over the next 5 years?

Answer. In my view, the top NATO-related challenge is the mounting fiscal pres-
sures facing all allies and the resulting reduction in alliance military capabilities
as allies cut spending. However, these fiscal difficulties present an opportunity to
transform NATO into an Alliance that is more efficient, with a new way of doing
business that emphasizes innovation, flexibility, and enhanced cooperation and
interoperability with allies and partners. The Alliance must also continue to adapt
to meet the new threats of the 21st century: cyber attacks, terrorism, proliferation
of WMD, and regional conflicts.

Question. In light of the reductions in national defense spending by some NATO
members, are you concerned that the alliance will lack critical military capabilities?
If so, what steps, if any, would you recommend be taken to address potential short-
falls in alliance capabilities?

Answer. Yes. I am concerned that the Alliance is in danger of losing critical mili-
tary capabilities if something does not change. The past decade-plus of fighting in
Afghanistan has left the alliance with worn equipment and depleted defense budg-
ets. The Alliance should commit to halting defense cuts, complete the capability
projects it has already initiated, and reinvest the funds it will save from the end
of combat operations in Afghanistan into sustaining and building prioritized capa-
bilities. If confirmed, I will work to ensure NATO’s commitments to critical capabili-
ties.
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Question. The concept of defense cooperation between NATO members was em-
phasized at the NATO summit in Chicago in May 2012.

What areas or projects do you recommend that NATO nations cooperate in to im-
prove NATO alliance capabilities?

Answer. I support the roadmap for NATO that was agreed to by Presidents and
Prime Ministers from across the alliance at the Chicago Summit last May. It de-
scribes and prioritizes NATO’s required capabilities, encourages greater pooling of
resources, and focuses on improving education, training, and technology to preserve
the interoperability resulting from years of joint operations in Afghanistan.

Question. Under what conditions, if any, would you envision further enlargement
of NATO in the coming years?

Answer. If confirmed, I would work closely with my colleagues in the administra-
tion and in close consultation with Congress and our allies to determine which coun-
tries and within what timeframe NATO would undertake further enlargement. Each
NATO aspirant should be judged on its individual merits and progress in imple-
menting political, economic, and military reforms.

Question. In your view, is there a continuing requirement for U.S. nuclear weap-
ons to be deployed in NATO countries?

Answer. I agree with the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review that the presence of U.S.
nuclear weapons, along with NATO’s unique nuclear sharing arrangements, con-
tribute to alliance cohesion and provide reassurance to allies and partners who feel
exposed to regional threats. Any changes should only be taken after a thorough re-
view within, and a decision by, the alliance. I also support NATO’s Deterrence and
Defense Posture Review that the President and fellow Heads of State and Govern-
ment agreed to at the May 2012 Chicago NATO Summit. The review committed the
alliance to ensuring that NATO’s nuclear deterrent remains safe, secure, and effec-
tive. The review also stated that the alliance is prepared to consider further reduc-
tions in non-strategic nuclear weapons assigned to the alliance, in the context of re-
ciprocal steps by Russia. If confirmed, I will continue to consult with our allies on
any such negotiations.

Question. What is your understanding of the relationship between Israel and Tur-
key as it relates to NATO? Are you concerned about the breakdown in the security
cooperation relationship between Turkey and Israel and do you have any ideas as
to how to mend it?

Answer. I remain concerned about the deterioration of the relationship between
Turkey and Israel, both of which are important partners for the United States and
are critical to stability in their region. These relationships are broader than this dis-
pute. Turkey is a critical NATO Ally, and we will continue to exercise, plan, and
work with Turkey in that context. Israel is a key security partner of the United
States. If confirmed, I would work to ensure that the United States continues, in
diplomatic channels and in defense contacts, to encourage both Turkey and Israel
to take the steps necessary to resolve their dispute and work together to address
common regional challenges.

KOSOVO

Question. Approximately 760 U.S. troops remain in the Balkans as part of the
Kosovo Force (KFOR) that first deployed to Kosovo in 1999 and today is comprised
of over 5,500 personnel from 30 countries. Spikes in violence in 2011 required the
deployment of the NATO Operational Reserve Force battalion of approximately 600
soldiers to bolster KFOR and maintain a secure environment. Progress is required
in goth the military and political realms before further troop reductions can be
made.

What major lines of effort do you think are required to further reduce or eliminate
U.S. and NATO presence in Kosovo?

Answer. I recognize that the United States has a long-established commitment,
together with our NATO allies, to a responsible, conditions-based drawdown of
forces in Kosovo. I understand DOD continues to work with allies and NATO mili-
tary authorities in monitoring and assessing conditions and pursuing carefully de-
veloped plans for the eventual drawdown. Ultimately, a political solution is needed
to normalize relations between Kosovo and Serbia and thereby establish lasting se-
curity in Kosovo and the region. If confirmed, I will support this effort, both through
Department-led engagements, and also by supporting our interagency and inter-
national partners to achieve this goal. I understand that a key part of the KFOR
military plan, executed by NATO, is to enable a transition of security responsibil-
ities to Kosovo. The United States plays a critical role in this effort. If confirmed,
I will ensure that DOD provides support for this goal consistent with decisions
among the United States and our allies.
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Question. In your view, is the European Union (EU) playing a significant enough
role in Kosovo?

Answer. The EU is playing a critical role by facilitating high-level dialogue be-
tween Kosovo and Serbia. This dialogue is broadly supported by the United States
and our allies as an opportunity to normalize relations between the two countries.
The EU Rule of Law Mission (EULEX) plays an important role in Kosovo, working
to strengthen legal institutions there. The United States will continue its support
for a robust role by EULEX to fulfill its mandate.

SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES

Question. The previous two Quadrennial Defense Reviews (QDR) have mandated
significant growth in our special operations forces and enablers that directly support
their operations.

What is your assessment of the QDR mandate regarding the mix of responsibil-
ities assigned to general purpose and Special Operations Forces, particularly as it
relates to security force assistance and building partner military capabilities?

Answer. I agree with the premise that adversaries will continue to seek alter-
native methods to counter U.S. influence and interests, and that for the foreseeable
future the most likely contingencies the United States will face will involve irreg-
ular threats. Therefore, I fully support the 2010 QDR’s strategic shift toward ex-
panding general purpose forces’ capabilities and capacity for these contingencies.
The overall flexibility of our Armed Forces has been greatly improved by investing
in key enablers within our conventional force such as: strengthening and expanding
capabilities for security force assistance; increasing the availability of rotary-wing
assets; expanding manned and unmanned aircraft systems for ISR; improving
counter-improvised explosive device capabilities; and enhancing linguistic, cultural,
counterinsurgency, and stability operations competency and capacity.

Question. Do you believe that our general purpose forces need to become more like
Special Operations Forces in mission areas that are critical to countering violent ex-
tremists?

Answer. Countering violent extremism requires employing all of the capabilities
of the Department—mixed and matched appropriately—depending on the mission
requirements. The experience of the last 10 years is clear that general purpose units
and special forces both contribute to countering violent extremists.

Question. Are there certain mission areas that should be reserved for Special Op-
erations Forces only?

Answer. Special Operations Forces (SOF) are a uniquely specialized component of
our U.S. Armed Forces that are trained, organized, and equipped to conduct
counterterrorism, unconventional warfare, direct action, special reconnaissance, for-
eign internal defense, and counter-proliferation of WMD, and other designated oper-
ation, often in areas under enemy control or in politically sensitive environments.
In such operations and environments, SOF provide unique and essential capabili-
ties.

Question. Do you believe that we should further increase the number of special
operations personnel? If so, why, and by how much?

Answer. I understand U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM) is on track to
meet the growth mandated by the last two QDRs. If confirmed, I would work with
Commander, SOCOM, to better understand the command’s missions, pressures, and
growth plans.

Question. Special Operations Forces rely heavily on Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations (OCO) funds.

With the drawdowns in Iraq and Afghanistan, what OCO funding for special oper-
ations needs to be moved into the base budget to preserve enduring capabilities in
your opinion?

Answer. I believe we must continue to provide SOCOM with base budget re-
sources sufficient to preserve long-term readiness of a global Special Operations
Force. I understand that in the fiscal year 2013 budget the Department moved
roughly $1 billion from OCO to base funding and the intent is to continue this tran-
sition, although the current fiscal and strategic environment make that challenging.

Question. In your view, can the size of Special Operations Forces be increased,
while a;so maintaining the rigorous recruiting and training standards for special op-
erators?

Answer. I understand and agree with the concept that Special Operations Forces
(SOF) cannot be mass produced, and I fully support SOCOM’s efforts to maintain
the quality of SOF operators and support personnel during this current era of SOF
growth. Experience has shown that SOF manpower growth of 3 to 5 percent annu-
ally can be sustained and will not dilute the force or outpace the required training
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and support structure. This is the pace SOCOM has sustained to great effect over
the past several years and is on track to sustain this year.

Question. In recent years, Special Operations Forces have taken on an expanded
role in a number of areas important to countering violent extremist organizations,
including those related to information and military intelligence operations. Some
have advocated significant changes to SOCOM’s title 10 missions to make them bet-
ter I&eﬂect the activities Special Operations Forces are carrying out around the
world.

Question. What current missions, if any, do you believe can and should be di-
vested by SOCOM, and why?

Answer. At this time, I do not advocate significant changes to SOCOM’s title 10
missions. If confirmed, I would work with Commander, SOCOM, to better under-
stand the command’s missions, operations, and pressures and if I see that changes
are needed I will offer proposals.

Question. Are there any additional missions that you believe SOCOM should as-
sume, and, if so, what are they and why do you advocate adding them?

Answer. I do not currently foresee any additional missions that SOCOM should
assume. If confirmed, I would work with Commander, SOCOM, to review any addi-
tional missions that may be proposed.

Question. What can be done to ensure that indirect special operations missions
with medium- and long-term impact, such as foreign internal defense, receive as
much emphasis as direct action, and that they receive appropriate funding?

Answer. The activities of Special Operations Forces are quite varied, from high-
risk strikes and counterterrorist raids conducted in minutes, to training and advis-
ing foreign counterparts conducted over months and years. Both require highly
skilled operators, trained, organized, and equipped for the task. I believe that each
of these activities is a highly valued capability for the U.S. Government that should
be maintained and, if confirmed, I will ensure that the Department is adequately
prepared for both.

UNIFIED COMMAND PLAN CHANGES

Question. It has been reported that Admiral McRaven, Commander of SOCOM,
is seeking changes to the Unified Command Plan (UCP) and other authorities that
he believes would allow SOCOM to better support the requirements of the Theater
Special Operations Commands (TSOCs). Reportedly, such changes would give the
Commander of SOCOM combatant command authority over the TSOCs—including
responsibilities for resourcing—and provide for more rapid deployment of special op-
erations forces to and between geographic combatant commands without the re-
quirement for approval by the Secretary of Defense in every case. Operational con-
trol of deployed Special Operations Forces would reportedly remain with the respec-
tive geographic combatant commander. Some have expressed concern that such
changes could raise problems related to civilian control of the military, infringe upon
the traditional authorities of the geographic combatant commanders, and make it
more difficult for Ambassadors and geographic combatant commanders to know
what military personnel are coming into their areas of responsibility and what they
are doing while they are there.

Please provide your assessment of whether such UCP changes are appropriate
and can be made without conflicting with civilian control of the military, infringing
upon authorities provided to the geographic combatant commanders, or raising con-
cerns with the State Department.

Answer. It is my understanding that DOD is considering several initiatives to en-
hance the organization, training, equipping, and employment of Special Operations
Forces to meet future global security challenges, including potential changes to the
UCP and other guidance that establish command responsibilities and relationships.
If confirmed, I look forward to seeing the recommendations from the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and senior civilian leadership and will ensure these proposed changes pre-
serve civilian control of the military principles, establish clear and appropriate com-
mand authorities, and support strong interagency relationships.

COMBATING TERRORISM

Question. What is your assessment of the threat posed by al Qaeda and associated
forces to the U.S. Homeland, U.S. interests overseas, and western interests more
broadly? Which affiliates and associated forces are of most concern?

Answer. I assess that the threat posed by al Qaeda to the U.S. Homeland has
been significantly diminished over the past 4 years. At the same time, al Qaeda’s
remaining leadership in Pakistan and al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula remain
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of greatest concern. Additionally, the Arab Spring has created new opportunities for
al Qaeda affiliates in Syria and North Africa.

What is your understanding of the Department’s role in the U.S. strategy to com-
bat terrorism?

Answer. My understanding is that the U.S. Government is engaged in a multi-
departmental, multi-national effort, and that key activities that the Department un-
dertakes to support this strategy include: training, advising, and assisting partner
security forces; supporting intelligence collection on al Qaeda; conducting informa-
tion operations against al Qaeda; and, when appropriate, capturing or killing al
Qaeda operatives. I understand that the Department also works to help enable our
intelligence and law enforcement partners, both in the United States and overseas,
in their efforts to counter this threat.

Question. Are there steps the Department should take to better coordinate its ef-
forts to combat terrorism with those of other Federal departments and agencies?

Answer. Based on my current knowledge, it appears that the Department is prop-
erly coordinating its counterterrorism efforts with the rest of the U.S. Government.
I understand that the U.S. military, Intelligence Community, and law enforcement
agencies regularly collaborate on operations, and that departments and agencies
constantly share intelligence, with little of the “stovepiping” that we saw before Sep-
tember 11. I will look at this closely if confirmed.

INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT FOR INDIRECT ACTIVITIES

Question. Some observers contend that the national intelligence agencies focus
their assistance to the Defense Department on special operators engaged in direct
action operations. As a consequence, it is alleged, general purpose forces and Special
Operations Forces engaged in indirect activities, including foreign internal defense
and population protection, receive less intelligence support.

Do you believe this is true? If so, and if confirmed, how would you ensure that
general purpose forces and special operations forces engaged in indirect activities
receive adequate intelligence support?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Intelligence Community and DOD con-
tinue to expand intelligence support for a full range of military operations—direct
and indirect—not only in Afghanistan, but across multiple areas of responsibility.
The Department has invested in and employed innovative ISR capabilities increas-
ing its intelligence and operations support to interagency and foreign partners in
their efforts against emerging threats. DOD and the Intelligence Community have
assisted our partners in Afghanistan, East Africa, the Arabian Peninsula, Colombia,
and the Phillipines. I think that U.S. military operations around the world over the
past few years have demonstrated that our general purpose forces are the bene-
ficiaries of consistent, timely support from across the Intelligence Community. If
confirmed, I will work to ensure that intelligence capabilities are properly aligned
across the force for all missions.

SECTION 1208 OPERATIONS

Question. Section 1208 of the Ronald Reagan NDAA for Fiscal Year 2005 (Public
Law 108-375), as amended by subsequent bills, authorizes the provision of support
(including training, funding, and equipment) to regular forces, irregular forces, and
individuals supporting or facilitating military operations by U.S. Special Operations
Forces to combat terrorism.

What is your assessment of this authority?

Answer. I understand that the section 1208 authority has been a very effective
tool for U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF) conducting counterterrorism oper-
ations to build effective security partners. Combatant commanders strongly support
section 1208.

LORD’S RESISTANCE ARMY

Question. The President notified Congress in October 2011 of Operation Observ-
ant Compass (OOC), an operation to support the efforts of Ugandan and other re-
gional militaries to remove Joseph Kony and other senior leaders of the Lord’s Re-
sistance Army (LRA) from the battlefield in Central Africa, and of his decision to
send approximately 100 U.S. Special Operations Forces personnel to Central Africa
to help regional partners achieve these goals. Despite pressure by the Ugandan Peo-
ple’s Defense Forces and efforts by U.S. Special Operations personnel to support
them, elements of the LRA—including Joseph Kony—continue to operate and com-
mit atrocities against civilian populations in the Central African Republic, Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, and South Sudan. Congress recently passed and the
President signed the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, which reiterated that the ongoing
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efforts to remove or apprehend Joseph Kony and his top commanders from the bat-
tlefield and end the atrocities perpetuated by his LRA should continue as appro-
priate to achieve the goals of the operation.

Do you support OOC?

Answer. Yes. My understanding is that Department support to regional counter-
LRA efforts helps to advance regional security cooperation and security sector re-
form more broadly. If confirmed, I would seek to continue the U.S. commitment to
deepen our security partnerships with African countries and regional organizations
by expanding efforts to build African military capabilities through low-cost, small-
footprint operations. At the same time, I would work with the Department of State
and other U.S. agencies and departments to seek to strengthen the capacity of civil-
ian bodies and institutions to improve the continent’s ability to provide security and
respond to emerging conflicts. I would also regularly assess and review Department
cor(litr(ilbutions to this mission to ensure the deployment of U.S. personnel is not open-
ended.

Question. What is your understanding of the objectives of OOC?

Answer. U.S. Special Operations Forces under OOC seek to enhance the capacity
of local forces to end the threat posed by the LRA. It is my understanding that U.S.
military advisors are working with these forces to strengthen information-sharing
and synchronization, enhance their operational planning, and increase overall effec-
tiveness. While OOC is important in the effort to counter the LRA threat, there is
not a purely military solution to this problem. If confirmed, I would support the cur-
rent U.S. policy of pursuing a comprehensive, multi-faceted strategy to help the gov-
ernments and people of this region in their efforts to end the threat posed by the
LRA and to address the impacts of the LRA’s atrocities. The U.S. strategy to counter
the LRA outlines four pillars for continuing support: increasing the protection of ci-
vilians; apprehending or removing Joseph Kony and senior commanders from the
battlefield; promoting the defection, disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration
of remaining LRA fighters; and increasing humanitarian access and providing con-
tinued relief to affected communities.

MASS ATROCITIES PREVENTION

Question. President Obama identified the prevention of mass atrocities and geno-
cide as a core U.S. national security interest, as well as a core moral interest, in
August 2011 under Presidential Study Directive 10. What are your views on the role
the United States plays in the prevention of mass atrocities and genocide?

Answer. As President Obama noted in his speech at the Holocaust Museum last
April, preventing and responding to atrocities is a critical mission and a core na-
tional security interest of the United States. As the President has made clear, we
must look at a wide range of tools before military intervention. I support this view:
we should make every effort to prevent crises from escalating, through every policy
lever at our disposal, including diplomacy, assistance, and financial measures. I un-
derstand that the Atrocities Prevention Board has strengthened our efforts by devel-
oping more tools with which to work; I support these vital efforts

Question. What are your views on the adequacy of the Department’s tools and doc-
trine for contributing to this role?

Answer. I understand that the Department has played an active role in the work
of the Atrocities Prevention Board, working closely with other agencies to develop
a range of tools that enhance the USG’s ability to prevent and respond to atrocities.
I also understand that DOD has strengthened its own capabilities, including by de-
veloping formal doctrine on mass atrocity response operations, for the first time, and
incorporating atrocity prevention and response into policy and plans. If confirmed,
I would continue these efforts.

U.S. FORCE POSTURE IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION

Question. The Defense Department’s January 2012 strategic guidance, “Sustaining
U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for the 21st Century”, states that “while the U.S.
military will continue to contribute to security globally, we will of necessity rebal-
ance toward the Asia-Pacific region.” Likewise, the 2010 report of the QDR states
that the United States needs to “sustain and strengthen our Asia-Pacific alliances
and partnerships to advance mutual security interests and ensure sustainable peace
and security in the region,” and that, to accomplish this, DOD “will augment and
adapt our forward presence” in the Asia-Pacific region.

Do you feel DOD has adequate resources to implement the new January 2012
strategic guidance?

Answer. Congress passed and the President signed into law the BCA of 2011. The
President insisted that the resulting defense cuts be driven by strategy and U.S. de-
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fense needs in the coming decade. I understand that the fiscal year 2013 DOD budg-
et was shaped by the strategic guidance and reflects key mission and capability pri-
orities emerging from the strategic review. If confirmed, I would continue to refine
the focus of the Department’s spending in future budget cycles and keep it in line
with the President’s strategic guidance. believe that the Department is facing hard
but manageable cuts. The strategy is executable with the resource levels currently
detailed in the BCA, but the potentially severe cuts stemming from sequestration
would seriously threaten the Department’s ability to implement the strategic guid-
ance.

.sz)estion. What do you see as the U.S. security priorities in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion?

Answer. The maintenance of peace, stability, the free flow of commerce, and of
U.S. influence in this dynamic region will depend in part on an underlying balance
of military capability and presence. I believe that as a Pacific nation, the United
States should, with its network of allies and partners, maintain an enduring defense
presence in the Asia-Pacific region as a tangible demonstration of U.S. commitment
to Asia’s continued security and economic development.

Question. What does the “rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region” mean to you
in terms of force structure, capabilities, and funding?

Answer. The rebalance is broader than just military policies and programs; it is
about harnessing every element of our national power to sustain a regional order
rooted in economic openness, peaceful resolution to disputes, and democratic govern-
ance and political freedom, In terms of our force structure the rebalance places a
renewed emphasis on air and naval forces while sustaining ground force presence.
While rebalancing, it will also be important for the Department to develop new ca-
pabilities and investments to respond to changes in the security environment and
technical advancements required to maintain an edge, our freedom of action, and
ability to project power in the Asia-Pacific region. I believe that the rebalancing to
Asia-Pacific is vital for U.S. future interests, but it can be done smartly, using air
and sea and geographically distributed ground forces, without sacrificing the needed
U.S. presence in the Middle East.

Question. Do you believe that it is a “necessity” to rebalance the U.S. military to-
ward the Asia-Pacific region? If so, why?

Answer. I share the President’s view that future U.S. economic and security inter-
ests will be closely tied to the Asia-Pacific. I have reviewed the Defense Strategic
Guidance released last year, and agree that the emerging economic and political dy-
namism in the Asia-Pacific will require strong and continuous U.S. commitment.

Question. Why, if at all, do you believe it is important for the U.S. military to
maintain and even augment its forward presence in the Asia-Pacific region, and
what are the advantages to having a forward presence?

Answer. A robust U.S. military presence in the Asia-Pacific has underwritten
peace and prosperity in the region for the past 60 years. The Department should
be able to assure regional allies and partners, deter threats to regional stability, and
prevail in conflicts if necessary. If confirmed, I would support the administration’s
effort to work towards a posture that is more geographically distributed—for exam-
ple, the movement of forces to Guam and Australia; operationally resilient, with a
focus on our sea based assets; and politically sustainable—meaning we must work
with our partners and allies to address their concerns about U.S. presence, such as
in Okinawa.

Question. What is your assessment of the risks and benefits that are likely to re-
sult from this shift?

Answer. This shift in U.S. posture is meant to continue supporting peace and
prosperity in the Asia-Pacific region. U.S. forces should be present to effectively as-
sure our allies and deter potential adversaries. By emphasizing the Asia-Pacific
while also focusing on the Middle East, rebalancing will necessarily accept risk in
other areas given the resource-constrained environment. I believe the risks associ-
ated with this rebalance are manageable. The potentially severe cuts stemming from
sequestration, however, would seriously threaten the Department’s ability to imple-
ment the strategic guidance, including the rebalance.

Question. What changes, if any, in structure, equipment, and training do you be-
lieve will be necessary to meet the requirements for general purpose ground forces
in an Asia-Pacific strategy?

Answer. My understanding is that our military leadership is already working
hard to ensure fielded capabilities enable our military personnel to think, train, and,
if necessary, fight to succeed in this theater. The Department is already devoting
significant effort to understanding how to operate in—or gain access to—those areas
where our adversaries may try to deny us access and is developing the required
operational concepts to manage that challenge. We will also need to build military-
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to-military ties and other relationships, as well as language and cultural expertise,
to operate effectively in the Asia-Pacific region. If confirmed, I will work closely with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Services, and Office of the Secretary of Defense leadership
to assess any additional changes in structure, equipment, and training.

CHINA

Question. How would you characterize the current U.S.-China relationship?

Answer. I would describe the relationship as simultaneously possessing elements
of cooperation and competition. The U.S.-China relationship, of which the defense
component is only one part, is one of the most complex and important bilateral rela-
tionships in the world. The United States and China are working together to build
a cooperative partnership based on practical cooperation in addressing shared re-
gional and global challenges—a commitment President Obama and President Hu
made in January 2011. At the same time, China is rapidly modernizing its military
and increasingly asserting claims to territory in the East China Sea and the South
China Sea.

Question. From your perspective, what effect is China’s expanding economy and
growing military having on the region at-large and how does that growth influence
the U.S. security posture in the Asia-Pacific region?

Answer. China’s expanding economy and growing military are developments the
United States, allies, partners, and all other nations in the region must monitor
carefully. On the one hand, China’s growth and potential create an opportunity to
cooperate where our interests and those of China converge. At the same time, Chi-
na’s rapid rise and the relative lack of transparency surrounding its intentions can
be a source of anxiety and concern in the region. If confirmed, I will evaluate the
impact of these developments—as well as the impact of other security trends—on
requirements for the U.S. defense posture in the region.

Question. What do you believe are the objectives of China’s military modernization
program?

Answer. As I understand it, China is pursuing a long-term, comprehensive mili-
tary modernization program designed to improve the capacity of its armed forces to
fight and win high-intensity regional military operations of short duration. I under-
stand that Taiwan contingencies remain the principal focus of much of this mod-
ernization, but there are growing indications that China is developing capabilities
for missions that go beyond China’s immediate territorial concerns, such as its
counter-piracy operations off the Horn of Africa and noncombatant evacuation oper-
ations from Libya.

Question. How do you believe the United States should respond to China’s mili-
tary modernization program?

Answer. I believe the United States should continue to monitor developments in
China’s military modernization while encouraging Beijing to be more transparent
about its military and security strategies, policies and programs. The U.S. response
to China’s military modernization should be flexible and supported by the continued
evolution of our presence and force posture in the Asia-Pacific region, the strength-
ening of our regional alliances and partnerships, the maintenance of our global pres-
ence and access, and the modernization of our own capabilities in such areas as
countering efforts to deny us access and freedom of action.

Question. U.S.-China military-to-military dialogue has been strained over the past
several years and efforts to establish and maintain mutually beneficial military re-
lations has been hampered by China’s propensity for postponing or canceling mili-
tary engagements in an apparent effort to influence U.S. actions.

What is your view of the relative importance of sustained military-to-military re-
lations with China?

Answer. I believe there is value in sustained—and substantive—military dialogue
with China as a way to improve mutual understanding and reduce the risk that
miscommunication and misperception could result in miscalculation. If confirmed, I
would look for ways to strengthen the U.S.-China military-to-military relationship
consistent with our interests and our values.

Question. Do you believe that we should make any changes in the quality or quan-
tity of our military relations with China? If so, what changes would you suggest
and, given Chinese resistance to military-to-military dialogue, how would you imple-
ment them?

Answer. If confirmed, I will seek ways to improve the U.S.-China military-to-mili-
tary relationship, in terms of the quality and the quantity of exchanges between the
Armed Forces of our countries. I would support continuing to pursue exchanges with
the Chinese armed forces at all levels, and I would look to engage in a wide range
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of areas where we might find common ground to encourage China to act responsibly
on the regional and global scene.

NORTH KOREA

Question. What is your assessment of the current security situation on the Korean
peninsula?

Answer. North Korea’s provocative behavior, large conventional military, pro-
liferation activities, ballistic missile program, and nuclear program continue to
present a serious threat to the United States, our regional allies, and the inter-
national community. The opaque nature of the North Korean system, coupled with
an uncertain political transition, adds to my concerns. North Korea’s December mis-
sile launch, which was a violation of United Nations Security Council Resolutions,
provided yet another example of North Korea’s pattern of irresponsible behavior. If
confirmed, I will work with our allies and other key partners in the region and
internationally to ensure that we can deter and, if necessary, defeat North Korean
aggression.

Question. What is your assessment of the threat posed to the United States and
its allies by North Korea’s ballistic missile and WMD capabilities and the export of
those capabilities?

Answer. I am concerned about North Korea’s WMD and ballistic missile programs
because they present an immediate threat to our allies and partners as well as a
growing threat to the United States. North Korea’s December launch—using bal-
listic missile technology—underscores our concerns about North Korea’s continued
pursuit of a long-range missile program. The United States will continue carefully
monitoring, and impede, North Korea’s WMD and missile development programs
and related proliferation activities. If confirmed, I would ensure that the Depart-
ment continues working closely with other parts of the U.S. Government to address
North Korea’s missile and WMD programs, take necessary steps to defend the
United States and our allies, and enhance engagement with our allies to ensure that
we can deter and, if necessary, defeat North Korean aggression.

Question. In your view, what additional steps should the United States take to
defend against the North Korean ballistic missile threat and dissuade North Korea
from its continued pursuit of ballistic missile technology and to stop or slow North
Korean proliferation missile and weapons technology to Syria, Iran, and others?

Answer. The United States should continue to work to prevent North Korea’s pro-
liferation of weapons-related technology by advancing international nonproliferation
norms and further tightening sanctions aimed at impeding development of North
Korea’s ballistic missile and nuclear programs. This includes cooperating with part-
ner nations to inspect and interdict vessels and aircraft suspected of carrying illicit
cargo. The United States should also seek to enhance bilateral and trilateral missile
defense cooperation with our Republic of Korea (ROK) and Japanese allies, particu-
larly in the area of information sharing. If confirmed, I would continue to work to
strengthen the international consensus against proliferation; to invest in programs
like the Proliferation Security Initiative, which bolsters the will and capacity of
partner nations to interdict these dangerous shipments; to increase WMD-related
information sharing with international partners; to take necessary steps to defend
the United States and our allies; and to ensure that our ballistic missile defenses
are able to defeat any North Korean attack.

U.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING MISSIONS

Question. In testimony before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs on July 29,
2009, the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations (U.N.) stated that the United
States “is willing to consider directly contributing more military observers, military
staff officers, civilian police, and other civilian personnel—including more women I
should note—to U.N. peacekeeping operations.” General Dempsey has said the
United States “should consider opportunities for U.S. personnel to contribute to
U.N. peacekeeping missions” and that “experience shows that even a small number
of trained and experienced American servicemembers can have a significant, posi-
tive effect on U.N. operations.” In your view, should the United States increase the
number of personnel it contributes in the form of staff positions and military observ-
ers to U.N. peacekeeping missions and other international peace operations?

Answer. I support in principle additional contributions of U.S. military personnel
to key positions in U.N. peacekeeping operations where the mission is a strategic
priority for the Department and the United States and where our servicemembers
can add significant value to the mission effectiveness and efficiencies. I understand
that, although we still provide military observers to U.N. peacekeeping missions, the
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Department has shifted its contributions almost exclusively to staff officer positions
so as to maximize the returns on our investment.

Question. In your view, what are the advantages and disadvantages of contrib-
uting additional military personnel to U.N. operations in the form of staff positions
and military observer positions?

Answer. The success of U.N. peacekeeping operations is important to the United
States. I believe that the United States should continue to provide military per-
sonnel to U.N. peacekeeping operations, especially for key staff positions that help
shape the direction and success of the mission. Such support must be practicable
and weighed against the potential costs and competing demands for military com-
mitments. If confirmed, I will carefully evaluate the costs of requested U.N. support
against the potential positive impacts and U.S. interests.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COUNTERNARCOTICS ACTIVITIES

Question. DOD serves as the single lead agency for the detection and monitoring
of aerial and maritime foreign shipments of drugs flowing toward the United States.
On an annual basis, DOD’s counternarcotics (CN) program expends approximately
$1.5 billion to support the Department’s CN operations, including building the ca-
pacity of U.S. Federal, State, and local law enforcement agencies, and certain for-
eign governments, and providing intelligence support on CN-related matters and a
variety of other unique enabling capabilities.

In your view, what is the appropriate role of DOD in counterdrug efforts?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Department plays an important role in
U.S. counterdrug efforts in support of the National Security Strategy, the National
Drug Control Strategy, and the Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime.
The Department supports and enables U.S. agencies and foreign partners to be
more effective in executing their respective counternarcotics responsibilities. In the
Western Hemisphere, the allocation of DOD capabilities in support of U.S. law en-
forcement interdiction efforts has helped remove hundreds of tons of cocaine and
deny billions in illicit revenues to transnational criminal organizations. I believe
this support role is a sensible and effective indirect approach.

Question. In your view, what should be the role of the United States in countering
the flow of narcotics to nations other than the United States?

Answer. Drug trafficking is by far the world’s most lucrative illicit activity and
therefore is often used as a source of revenue by terrorists, insurgents, and other
actors threatening our national security. In my view, the consequences of narcotics
flows beyond U.S. borders—for example, the role of drug trafficking in Afghanistan
and the surrounding region is of particular concern to the Department. If confirmed,
I look forward to working with Congress, the Office of National Drug Control Policy,
other agencies in the U.S. Government, and military commanders to address the
flow of 1llegal narcotics as it affects U.S. national interests.

NATIONAL STRATEGY TO COMBAT TRANSNATIONAL ORGANIZED CRIME

Question. The Director of National Intelligence recently described transnational
organized crime as “an abiding threat to U.S. economic and national security inter-
ests,” and stated that “rising drug violence and corruption are undermining stability
and the rule of law in some countries.” In July 2011, the President released his
Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime: Addressing Converging
Threats to National Security. One of the priority action areas designated in the
strategy is “enhancing DOD support to U.S. law enforcement”.

In your view, what role should DOD play in combating transnational organized
crime and in training and equipping partner security forces that have been tasked
with combating it?

Answer. By law, the Department is the lead Federal agency for detection and
monitoring of the aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs into the United States.
In the Western Hemisphere, DOD coordinates the efforts of the U.S. interagency
and regional partners in the detection and monitoring of illicit aerial and maritime
drug shipments towards the United States. It is my understanding that beyond
that, the Department’s role is to contribute unique capabilities in support of law en-
forcement, other U.S. Government departments and agencies, and international
partners. That support takes multiple forms: military intelligence support to law en-
forcement; military-to-military capacity building; broader capacity building support
to foreign partner security services (including police forces); and counter threat fi-
nance support. believe the Department should continue to focus on delivering
unique capabilities in support of other departments and agencies that have the lead
for combating transnational organized crime.
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COUNTER THREAT FINANCE

Question. DOD and the Intelligence Community (IC) have begun investing more
resources in identifying and tracking the flow of money associated with terrorist
networks and illicit trafficking, but the opportunities for tracking and degrading il-
licit financing flows are not yet matched by the effort and resources devoted to
them. Identifying and disrupting key individuals, entities, and facilitation routes en-
abling the flow of money that supports terrorism, production of IEDs, narco-traf-
ficking, proliferation, and other significant national security threats could have an
outsized impact on confronting these threats.

What are your views on the role of DOD in counter threat finance activities?

Answer. Our Nation’s adversaries, from drug traffickers to terrorists or insur-
gents, rely upon the flow of money to enable their activities. All available U.S. Gov-
ernment tools should be employed to track and disrupt the finances that support
these groups, and the Department can bring unique tools to bear. My understanding
is that the Department is not the lead U.S. agency in counter threat finance, but
does work with other departments and agencies, and with partner nations, to fight
our adversaries’ ability to access and use global financial networks. For example,
the Department has worked with the Intelligence Community and other interagency
partners to identify and disrupt our adversaries’ finances and remove key sources
of insurgent funding in Afghanistan. I believe the Department should continue to
work with law enforcement agencies to ensure military support is targeted, tailored,
and in line with defense priorities.

Question. Are there opportunities to replicate or improve upon the network-dis-
ruption efforts of groups like the Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Organi-
zatil(;nr)or the Afghanistan Threat Finance Cell in impacting other facilitation net-
works?

Answer. My understanding is that the Afghanistan Threat Finance Cell has been
successful at disrupting illicit networks in Afghanistan through broad interagency
cooperation. The Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Organization’s quick re-
action and innovation has saved countless American lives. I believe that the capa-
bilities involved in network disruption are worth institutionalizing into the Depart-
ment. If confirmed, I will work with the Department’s senior leadership and the
interagency on this worthy effort.

Question. In your view, how should DOD coordinate and interface with other key
agencies, including the Department of Treasury and the Intelligence Community, in
conducting counter threat finance activities?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department works closely with the Na-
tional Intelligence Manager for Threat Finance as well as the Department of Treas-
ury’s Assistant Secretary for Intelligence and Analysis. The Department also sup-
ports other U.S. Government departments and agencies and with partner nations
to deny and disrupt adversaries’ ability to use global licit and illicit financial net-
works to affect U.S. interests negatively. I believe the Department should continue
to support law enforcement agencies, the Department of the Treasury, and the Intel-
ligence Community with unique DOD capabilities, including planning, intelligence
analysis and tools, and the integration of intelligence into operations.

CENTRAL AMERICA AND MEXICO

Question. During a March 2012 Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, the
Commanders of U.S. Northern Command and U.S. Southern Command discussed
the increasingly dangerous region along the northern and southern borders of Mex-
ico and the devastating impact transnational criminal organizations are having on
the people and security of southern Mexico, Guatemala, Belize, Honduras, and El
Salvador. The United States has increased its assistance in this region, but—to
date—DOD has had only a small role.

What are your views on the threats posed by transnational criminal organizations
in this region?

Answer. It is clear that transnational and domestic criminal organizations and
gangs undermine the security of citizens in many parts of the Western Hemisphere.
The influence of criminal elements has brought an increase in violence as well as
an increase in narcotics and other illicit trafficking. The root causes of violent crime
and insecurity are also influenced by endemic poverty and lack of economic oppor-
tunity, weak government institutions, and widespread corruption and impunity.
Central America has become one of the most violent regions in the world, and this
can be largely attributed to the influence of these elements. Criminal influences
threaten regional stability and the fundamental security of an area that lies very
close to the United States. I believe the United States has a clear interest in helping
partner nations strengthen their security institutions consistent with U.S. values.
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Question. What is your assessment of DOD’s role and current activities in Mexico
and Central America?

Answer. I have not had a chance to fully assess these issues, but I am aware that
the Department is building defense relations with Mexico based on mutual interest.
I am also aware that the Department has a wide range of activities and initiatives
with partner nations in Central America, consistent with our values, shared inter-
ests and our partner’s capacity. My understanding is that that engagements in both
Mexico and Central America are broadly focused on defense planning and institu-
tional reform, human rights training, counterdrug support and humanitarian assist-
ance activities. I believe these roles and activities are appropriate to support our
policies and strategies in the region, which focus on efforts to strengthen law en-
forcement, governance and rule of law institutions, while improving economic and
social conditions that can contribute to insecurity.

Question. What changes, if any, would you propose to DOD’s current role and ac-
tivities in this region?

Answer. If confirmed, I would need to conduct a thorough review before being able
to propose specific changes to the Department’s roles and activities in this region.
In general terms, however, I am supportive of leveraging the longstanding military-
to-military relationships within the region to ensure our partner nations’ defense in-
stitutions are capable and remain responsive to civil authorities, while being re-
spectful of human rights.

INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION

Question. The collaboration between U.S. Special Operations Forces, general pur-
pose forces, and other U.S. Government departments and agencies has played a sig-
nificant role in the success of counterinsurgency and counterterrorism operations in
recent years. However, much of this collaboration has been ad hoc in nature.

What do you believe are the most important lessons learned from the collaborative
interagency efforts in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere?

Answer. The importance of unity of effort and action remains one of the most crit-
ical lessons the Nation has learned from its experiences with counterinsurgency,
counterterrorism, and stability operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. I believe that ef-
fective interagency collaboration can greatly improve the U.S. Government’s pre-
paredness to operate effectively in all phases of conflict. If confirmed, I will
prior%lize efforts to ensure interagency collaboration is as robust and effective as
possible.

Question. How do you believe these efforts can be improved?

Answer. Interagency collaboration can always be improved. Ensuring that the
U.S. military plans and trains with its civilian counterparts in other U.S. depart-
ments and agencies, and vice-versa, is one way to increase our unity of effort in the
field. We also need a strong interagency planning process to ensure effective use of
expertise from across the U.S. Government that recognizes each department’s and
agency’s unique role and capabilities. I believe that robust civilian capabilities and
resourcing are critical to achieving national security objectives and will be vital to
the success of future operations.

Question. How can the lessons learned in recent years be captured in military doc-
trine and adopted as “best practices” for future contingency operations?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department has a variety of efforts devoted
to capturing and disseminating best practices within the Department and to the
interagency. The importance of institutionalizing lessons learned from the past 10
years of war was highlighted in the 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance. If confirmed
I will continue this emphasis.

INTELLIGENCE REFORM AND TERRORISM PREVENTION ACT OF 2004

Question. The Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (IRTPA),
among other actions, realigned the responsibilities for budgeting for and manage-
ment of intelligence organizations between the Secretary of Defense and the head
of the Intelligence Community, the Director of National Intelligence (DNI).

What do you believe is the role of DOD in intelligence under IRTPA?

Answer. The role of DOD, including the defense intelligence components, is clearly
outlined in law. Under titles 10 and 50 of the U.S.C., the Secretary of Defense has
broad responsibility for the intelligence and intelligence-related activities conducted
by the Department’s components. In addition, under title 50, the Secretary has sev-
eral specific statutory responsibilities for elements of the Intelligence Community
that are part of DOD, including the Defense Intelligence Agency, the National Secu-
rity Agency, the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, and the National Recon-
naissance Office. Consistent with the DNT’s statutory responsibilities, the Secretary
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of Defense is responsible for the continued operation of those elements as effective
organizations within the Department for the conduct of their missions in order to
satisfy the requirements of the Department and the Intelligence Community.

The Secretary, in consultation with the DNI, is also responsible for ensuring that
the budgets of the Intelligence Community elements that are within the Depart-
ment are sufficient to satisfy the overall intelligence needs of the Chairman of Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the combatant commanders, and other departments and agencies.
The Secretary is also responsible for the timely response of intelligence community
elements within the Department to the needs of operational military forces. The De-
partment strengthened its management of defense intelligence in 2002 by desig-
nating the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (USD(I)) as lead for its intel-
ligence reform efforts and Principal Staff assistant and advisor to the Secretary of
Defense and Deputy Secretary of Defense regarding intelligence, counterintelligence
(CI), and security matters.

As a former member of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence and the
President’s Intelligence Advisory Board, I have seen first-hand how the Intelligence
Community and all its elements have become better integrated and cooperative and,
if confirmed as Secretary of Defense, I look forward to furthering that cooperation.

Question. Do you believe that the IRTPA strikes the correct balance between the
duties and responsibilities of the Secretary and the DNI?

Answer. Yes. I believe the duties and responsibilities of the Secretary and the
DNI are well balanced under the IRTPA. The IRTPA appropriately provided the
DNI strong authority to oversee and direct the implementation of the National In-
telligence Program. As such, the DNI is responsible for establishing requirements
and developing budgets as well as setting objectives and priorities for collection,
analysis, production, and dissemination of national intelligence. The responsibility
for execution of DOD intelligence activities remains with the Secretary. The Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence also holds the position of the Director of De-
fense Intelligence in the Office of the DNI; the position was established to enhance
integration, collaboration, and information sharing. If confirmed as Secretary of De-
fense, I will reinforce this strong and effective relationship with the DNI.

Question. What changes in the IRTPA, if any, would you recommend that Con-
gress consider?

Answer. As of now, I would not recommend any changes to the IRTPA. If con-
firmed, I would address any proposed changes should the need arise.

STRATEGIC REVIEWS

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the DOD processes for
analysis, decisionmaking, and reporting results for each of the following strategic re-
views:

The QDR (section 118 of title 10, United States Code);

Answer. The QDR is statutorily required, and sets a long-term course for the De-
partment by assessing the opportunities and challenges that the Nation faces in the
emerging global security environment. It provides an important opportunity to clear-
ly and concisely articulate the national defense strategy and identify priorities for
defense policy and force planning. Given the new defense strategy and the fiscal
challenges the Nation is facing, I believe the upcoming QDR will be critical in set-
ting the future path of the Department.

o ?iuestion. The National Military Strategy (section 153 of title 10, United States
ode);

Answer. The National Military Strategy outlines the ways and means for our mili-
tary to ensure national security based on guidance from the National Security Strat-
egy and the QDR. Section 153 of title 10 of the U.S. Code requires the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to assist the President and Secretary of Defense in pro-
viding strategic direction for the Armed Forces. Because the Chairman prepares the
National Military Strategy in consultation with the combatant commanders and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, I believe that it is the best military advice available for the
Secretary of Defense. The Chairman also provides an annual risk assessment based
upon the most current National Military Strategy.

c %u)estion. Global Defense Posture Review (section 2687a of title 10, United States
ode);

Answer. My understanding is that the Department continuously reviews U.S.
Global Defense Posture based in part on combatant command submissions of annual
Theater Posture Plans. The Department has an executive-level oversight body, the
Global Posture Executive Council (GPEC), composed of senior leaders from across
the Department and including the Department of State. This body provides analysis
and recommendations to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense. The De-
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partment submits an annual report to Congress that provides an overview of global
defense posture strategy and the status of key overseas posture realignment actions.
My assessment, at this time, is that the GPEC offers an appropriate forum for com-
prehensive analysis of key overseas posture issues.

Question. The Quadrennial Roles and Missions (QRM) Review (section 118b of
title 10, United States Code).

Answer. The QRM review is a statutorily required review of the roles and mis-
sions of the Armed Forces and the Department’s core competencies and capabilities
to perform and support these missions. My understanding is that the QRM is re-
quired every 4 years, most recently in 2012, and accordingly will be due again in
2016 submitted with or before the President’s budget submission for the next fiscal
year. I believe that the next few years will be very dynamic—both in world events
and how our military can and should respond—and that the next QRM review will
be very important to capturing the consequences of those changes.

Question. If confirmed, what recommendations would you make, if any, to change
title 10, U.S.C., and to improve DOD’s processes for analysis, policy formulation,
and decisionmaking relative to each review above?

Answer. Based on my current understanding, at this time I would not request any
changes to title 10, U.S.C. If confirmed and after reviewing Department processes
relating to each review, I will make recommendations to Congress and the White
House accordingly.

Question. The QDR must examine the National Security Strategy as most recently
updated by the President’s January 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance (DSG). Note-
worthy, the DSG states that the “tide of war is receding”.

Do you agree with that assessment and, if so, how might that influence your anal-
ysis and recommendations with regard to strategic priorities in the QDR?

Answer. I agree that, with the drawdown of the war in Iraq and transition of se-
curity responsibilities in Afghanistan, our future security challenges will be defined
less by the wars of the past decade and more by emerging complex threats. The De-
partment remains committed to security in Afghanistan and Iraq, and our counter-
terrorism mission will remain a priority for the foreseeable future, but the Depart-
ment needs to begin focusing on the mix of skills and capabilities and new tech-
nologies that will be needed in the future. The QDR should, therefore, examine the
current and future security environment, to include changes since the 2012 Defense
Strategic Guidance was released, and adjust strategic priorities as appropriate.

Question. Section 118 in title 10, U.S.C. also requires the QDR to identify the
budget plan that would be required to provide sufficient resources to execute suc-
cessfully the full range of missions called for in that national defense strategy at
a low-to-moderate level of risk, and any additional resources (beyond those pro-
grammed in the current Future Years Defense Program) required to achieve such
a level of risk. The law also requires the QDR to make recommendations that are
not constrained to comply with and are fully independent of the budget submitted
to Congress by the President.

If confirmed, how would you propose to structure the Department’s QDR analysis
and recommendations to address these two requirements?

Answer. It would be my intent, if confirmed, to oversee a QDR process that begins
with an assessment of U.S. interests, opportunities, and challenges, and concludes
with the development of a defense program and budget designed to meet the result-
ing defense objectives we set at a low-to-moderate level of risk. If confirmed, I would
intend to provide my honest appraisal of the resources required for defense.

Question. In your view, is there analytical and/or practical value in a defense
strategy that is unconstrained by or independent of the current budget request or
fiscal environment?

Answer. I think we must be aware of the fiscal environment when determining
our defense strategy just as the strategy is informed by other important environ-
mental factors, such as trends in military technology. That strategy must ensure
that the U.S. military is be capable of meeting crucial national security priorities
across the range of current and future potential threats.

TACTICAL FIGHTER PROGRAMS

Question. Perhaps the largest modernization effort that we will face over the next
several years is the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program to modernize our tac-
tical aviation forces with fifth generation tactical aircraft equipped with stealth
technology.

Based on current and projected threats, what are your views on the requirements
for and timing of these programs?
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Answer. Dominance in the air is essential to the success of our forces. I under-
stand that the F-35, which will replace several older generation aircraft in the Air
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps, is intended to provide that dominance well into the
future. I have not looked at the projected threats in detail; however I believe that
other nations, notably China and Russia, have programs to build advanced aircraft
that will challenge our current capabilities in the coming years. My view is that we
cannot let any other nation achieve parity with the United States in the ability to
control the air.

Question. What is your assessment of whether the restructuring of the JSF pro-
gram that we have seen over the past several years will be sufficient to avoid hav-
ing to make major adjustments in ether cost or schedule in the future?

Answer. I know that the Joint Strike Fighter is the Department’s largest acquisi-
tion program and that it has experienced significant cost increases and schedule
slips. I understand that the Department has already taken steps to tighten the con-
tract terms for the F-35 and restructured the program in 2012 to reduce con-
currency, the risk of being in production before development is finished. I have not
had the opportunity to review this program or its restructuring in detail. If con-
firmed, I will make it a high priority to examine the health of this program to deter-
mine if it is on a sound footing and ensure the aircraft are delivered with the capa-
bility we need and a cost we can afford.

NAVY SHIPBUILDING

Question. Today’s Navy is at its smallest size in decades and could decline further
without additional shipbuilding efforts. Over the past several years, successive
Chiefs of Naval Operations (CNOs) have concluded that the Navy requires a fleet
of at least 313 ships to perform its mission. Despite this conclusion, the President’s
budget request for fiscal year 2013 proposed the decommissioning of nine ships—
two dock landing ships and seven cruisers designed to last another 10 to 15 years,
in order to address defense budget constraints and growing operating costs. Con-
gress rejected the proposal noting the Navy’s initial investment of $11.6 billion in
the nine ships and the fact that cutting them creates unnecessary and unaffordable
future shipbuilding requirements.

What are your views regarding the CNQO’s conclusions about the appropriate size
and composition of the fleet, and the adequacy of the Navy’s current and projected
plans to deliver that inventory of ships?

Answer. A strong and capable Navy is essential to meet our Nation’s strategic re-
quirements across the spectrum of operational demands. Therefore, the Navy needs
a broad set of capabilities among the mix of ships in its inventory. I understand the
Chief of Naval Operations is currently analyzing the Navy shipbuilding goal and
will present his analysis shortly. If confirmed, I will review these recommendations
for the Navy’s current shipbuilding plan and work with the Navy to ensure we have
the right size, mix, and usage of our naval forces to meet our strategic goals.

Question. In your opinion, how important is the requirement for a 313 ship fleet
on the ability of the Navy to support the national military strategy?

Answer. I understand that the Navy’s presently stated requirement is for a 313
ship fleet, but I do not yet know all the details of the mix and capabilities of our
present and future fleet. I do know the United States requires a capable Navy that
is robust enough to execute the full range of missions called upon by our combatant
commanders in support of the National Security Strategy and Defense Strategic
Guidance—including operating persistently across the globe, securing freedom of ac-
cess, responding to crises, and projecting power into denied areas. If confirmed, I
will work with the Navy and Congress to ensure naval forces are appropriately
structured to meet our national defense needs.

Question. Do you believe the Navy can meet its goals for the size of the fleet in
the current budget climate?

Answer. I believe the President’s budget request for fiscal year 2013 allowed the
Navy to meet its current plan for the size of the fleet. However, the budget environ-
ment that we all are dealing with has introduced a good deal of uncertainty for the
future of each of the armed services. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary
of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations to understand the impact of budget
levels on the size of the fleet and how we work within the budget constraints to
still meet mission requirements.

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

Question. DOD has repeatedly reaffirmed that the United States is committed to
maintaining a fleet of 11 nuclear powered aircraft carriers despite budget pressures,
and maintaining 2 carriers on patrol in the Middle East. Yet, recent press accounts
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cite concerns by the Navy to maintain the carrier deployment schedule due to de-
clining budgets. The Chief of Naval Operations recently stated “Right now, we are
committed to providing two carrier strike groups in the Arabian Gulf through
March. We’ve been doing this since 2010, and we’re committed to that, as I said,
through this March. We need to take a look at that, and we will be, with the Joint
Staff and the Services to see if we need to continue this.”

What is your view of the impact of maintaining two carriers in the Arabian Gulf
on U.S. strategic goals in the region?

Answer. The Carrier Strike Group is a premier instrument supporting the
warfighter and demonstrating U.S. resolve and commitment to allies around the
world. In recent years the Navy has stepped up to meet increased demands to sup-
port operations in the Middle East, as well as to counter other tensions in the re-
gion. This support has been critical to our goals in the region. If confirmed, I will
work with the Navy to ensure that we allocate our resources to ensure the level of
presence necessary to meet our Nation’s world-wide strategic goals.

Question. What are your views about the requirement to maintain a fleet of 11
aircraft carriers?

Answer. I understand that the Department’s recent strategic reviews indicate that
an 11-carrier force is the correct size to support our current strategy and provide
sufficient carrier strike groups to meet overseas presence requirements. However,
I also understand that increased combatant commander demands for carrier strike
groups over the past 3 years have stressed the carrier force. Carriers are an essen-
tial tool given the strategic focus on the Asia-Pacific, an inherently maritime the-
ater, and the Middle East, an increasingly maritime theater, and the requirement
to conduct operations in multiple regions simultaneously. If confirmed, I will work
with the Navy to ensure that we resource a sustainable level of presence that con-
tinues to support the strategic goals.

FUTURE ROLE OF THE ARMY

Question. In a speech at West Point in February 2011, former Secretary of De-
fense Robert Gates argued that it is unlikely that the Nation will commit large land
forces to future conflicts, and that the Army must “confront the reality that the
most plausible, high-end scenarios for the U.S. military [will be] primarily naval and
air engagements.” Accordingly, the Army will find it difficult to justify the number,
size, and cost of its heavy forces. The Defense Strategic Guidance, announced in
January 2012, echoed that prediction and indicated that ground forces would not
be sized to conduct large scale long-term stabilization operations.

Do you agree with Secretary Gates assertion that the commitment of land forces,
on the scale of Iraq or Afghanistan, is unlikely in the future? Why or why not?

Answer. We will continue to need the best Army in the world. But the best Army
does not mean the largest. We must have the Army be appropriately sized for the
contingencies we deem likely, and it also must be trained and modernized. Our
forces must be able to conduct operations across the spectrum of conflict and adapt
to the security environment as it changes. However, given that we must make
choices in today’s fiscal and security environment, I agree that large-scale, long-term
stabilization operations is an area where we can take risk in the future.

Question. Do you agree that high-end military operations will primarily be naval
and air engagements such that the Army will have difficulty justifying the size,
structure, and cost of its heavy formations?

Answer. The Nation needs a robust balance of capabilities in each of the war-
fighting domains—air, sea, and ground. These capabilities can and should be com-
plementary of one another—capabilities in one domain need not come at the ex-
pense of those in another. Furthermore, I know from my experience that war is an
inherently human endeavor. As long as this nation faces adversaries with large, ca-
pable ground forces, the United States will need an Army with diverse and flexible
capabilities, which include heavy forces.

Question. General Raymond Odierno, Chief of Staff of the Army, has stated that
the Army will continue to be an indispensable part of the joint force and that there
is a synergy that is gained of all the services in order for the military to meet the
Nation’s needs. He has also said the Army provides more than Brigade Combat
Teams—the Army is the largest contributor to Special Operations Forces and it pro-
vides a broad range of essential services to combatant commanders to include ISR;
air and missile defense; logistical support; and signal communication support.

In your view, what are the most important considerations or criteria for aligning
the Army’s size, structure, and cost with strategy and resources?

Answer. The most important considerations are our national security require-
ments. Our security environment and strategy requires the Army to have the appro-



196

priate size and structure to be able to support steady-state operations to shape the
environment and deter potential adversaries, while simultaneously supporting con-
tingency operations to defeat any potential adversary should deterrence fail.

Question. If confirmed, what actions, if any, would you propose to properly align
the Army’s size and structure with the requirements of security strategies and the
likely availability of resources?

Answer. The Department should align the Army’s size and structure to the strat-
egy in the same way it would align those of any other component of the joint force:
based on appropriate security scenarios, examining the demands of the missions
that are most relevant to that component and then determining how best to provide
the capabilities required to accomplish those missions. During this period of budget
austerity, some tradeoffs across the force may be necessary. If confirmed, I will work
closely with military and civilian leaders to balance maintaining the skills needed
to meet our most pressing national security demands within the limits of acceptable
risk.

ARMY FORCE STRUCTURE

Question. The Defense Strategic Guidance of January 2012 calls for the reduction
of Army end strength and force structure over the next 5 years to 490,000 personnel
and 8 fewer combat brigades. Army analysis underway and decisions still pending
could add a third maneuver battalion to the modular armored and infantry brigades
requiring a further reduction in the total number of Active component brigades to
support such a redistribution of personnel.

If confirmed, what guidance would you give the Army regarding priorities for
planning, decisions, and execution with respect to the identification and deactivation
of the planned eight and anticipated additional brigade deactivations?

Answer. If confirmed, I would provide the same guidance I would give to any
Service, which would be to figure out what is in the best interest of the Nation’s
security as expressed in the National Security Strategy and Defense Strategic Guid-
ance. The Army, and the other Services, must use a holistic approach to ensure our
forces are organized, manned, trained, equipped, and stationed to best incorporate
the lessons of the last decade, while remaining ready for the kinds of challenges we
will face in the future.

Question. If confirmed, will you prioritize for deactivation those brigades based
overseas before those based in the United States?

Answer. If confirmed, I would prioritize the selection of brigades for deactivation
based on how best to meet the Nation’s global strategy and objectives while mini-
mizing negative impact on Army families and communities and ensuring we main-
tain our treaty obligations and commitment to our allies. I cannot say now whether
that results in prioritizing overseas units versus U.S.-based units, but, if confirmed,
I will look comprehensively at this issue. I recognize that any force structure reduc-
tion will affect Army communities, and I expect that the Army and DOD will work
with those communities to help minimize the impact.

Question. In your view, can the Army’s Active component end strength be drawn
down below the announced and planned reduction to 490,000? If so, what in your
view would be the impact on strategic risk, if any, and, in your view would that
strategic risk be acceptable or unacceptable?

Answer. Independent of size, we must maintain the best Army in the world. If
fiscal pressures compel us to consider further reductions of any Service, I plan to
study tradeoffs and fully understand the risks to our strategy before recommending
further cuts. But the size of the force should be driven by mission requirements.

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the current size and
structure of the Army’s Reserve component? If confirmed, what size or force struc-
ture changes, if any, would you propose for either the Army Reserve or the Army
National Guard?

Answer. The Active and Reserve components of the Army, as parts of the entire
force, must be sized and shaped to support our strategy. One of the foundations of
the All-Volunteer Force is the Army National Guard with the critical capabilities
it provides to the Governors and States, in addition to the tremendous support that
it provides for Federal missions at home and abroad. Another foundation is the
Army Reserve, which has been a key partner with the Active Army and the Army
National Guard throughout many diverse missions. However, as the needs of the
Nation change, I expect that the capabilities and capacities resident in the Army
National Guard and the Army Reserve may also have to change. If confirmed, I will
review the results of ongoing studies on recommended composition and size before
I propose future changes to Reserve component end strength.



197

ARMY MODERNIZATION

Question. According to a recent study done for the Secretary of the Army by
former Assistant Secretary of the Army Gilbert Decker and retired Army General
Louis Wagner, the Army has sunk $3.3 billion to $3.8 billion annually since 2004
into weapons programs that have been cancelled. The report states that, “The Army
lacks a credible, quantitative model and process for determining realistic, achievable
requirements for modernization and recapitalization given reduced budgets.” The
Army has implemented many of the recommendations made in the report.

What is your assessment of the Army’s modernization record?

Answer. I understand that the Army has terminated several large acquisition pro-
grams in the past, which gave rise to the study commissioned by Secretary McHugh
in 2010. These program terminations were caused by a variety of factors, to include
the Army’s reliance on immature technologies as solutions to very complex and
evolving military requirements. These factors significantly impacted program cost
and delivery schedule. I understand that the Army has undertaken efforts to ad-
dress the root causes of these prior terminations in current and future acquisition
programs. If confirmed, I will emphasize the need for sound, cost-informed planning
regarding the Army’s acquisition efforts and work with the Army to continue to ad-
dress these root causes.

Question. What actions, if any, would you take to ensure that the Army achieves
a genuinely stable modernization strategy and program?

Answer. If confirmed, I will closely monitor and oversee the Army’s acquisition ef-
forts to ensure that stable and affordable modernization strategies are adopted and
implemented. To this end, I will emphasize the need for Army acquisition programs
that incorporate sound and realistic development strategies, affordable and tech-
nically feasible requirements, and—to the fullest extent practicable—adequate and
stable resources. I understand that these are necessary ingredients for success in
acquisition programs.

Question. What is your understanding and assessment, if any, of the Army’s capa-
bilities portfolio review process and its current modernization priorities and invest-
ment strategy?

Answer. It would be premature for me to currently assess the Army’s specific
processes for reviewing military requirements or setting modernization priorities. I
understand that the Capability Portfolio Reviews are designed to provide a com-
prehensive examination of Army requirements in an effort to validate their oper-
ational value and inform the programming and budgeting processes. This holistic
approach makes sense to me, but if confirmed, I will work with Army leadership
to review their processes.

Question. What actions, if any, would you take to sustain the momentum of these
reviews in stabilizing the Army’s modernization strategy and priorities?

Answer. If confirmed, I would encourage and support the Army to take any nec-
essary steps to properly define its equipment modernization requirements and prior-
ities. I would closely monitor the outcome of these processes and support the Army’s
implementation of a successful modernization strategy.

Question. What is your assessment of the Army’s implementation of the rec-
ommendations of the Decker-Wagner Acquisition Report?

Answer. I understand that the actions to implement the approved recommenda-
tions in the 2010 report commissioned by Secretary McHugh are either complete or
underway. If confirmed, I will review the Army’s implementation of the rec-
ommendations and work to ensure that they are reflected in ongoing and future
modernization efforts.

UNFUNDED PRIORITIES

Question. What is your position on allowing the Service Chiefs to respond to Con-
gress with a list of critical unfunded priorities not included in the President’s budget
request?

Answer. If confirmed, I plan to continue the Department’s current policy whereby
the Service Chiefs may communicate their unfunded requirements directly to Con-
gress, once they have informed me of those requirements.

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. In September 2009, President Obama announced that he had accepted
the unanimous recommendation of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to pursue a Phased Adaptive Approach (PAA) to missile defense in Europe.
This approach is intended to defend all of Europe against existing and emerging
threats from Iranian missiles, starting in 2011 and increasing in capability with
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each of its four phases. Phase 4 of the European PAA is intended to provide a capa-
bility to defend against long-range missiles that could reach the United States, thus
augmenting the existing Homeland missile defense capability.

Do you support the Phased Adaptive Approach to missile defense in Europe and,
if confirmed, will you implement it?

Answer. Yes. I support the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA). If con-
firmed, I will ensure the Department continues to support implementation of EPAA.

Question. In February 2010, the Defense Department issued its report on the
first-ever comprehensive review of U.S. ballistic missile defense policy and strategy,
the Ballistic Missile Defense Review (BMDR), as required by Congress. The BMDR
established a number of policy priorities, including establishing defense against
near-term regional missile threats as a top priority of missile defense plans, pro-
grams and capabilities. It also stated the policy of sustaining and enhancing the
ability of the Ground-based Midcourse Defense system to defend the homeland
against attack by a small number of long-range missiles by countries such as North
Korea and Iran, and of hedging against future uncertainties.

Do you support the policies, strategies, and priorities set forth in the Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Review and, if confirmed, will you implement them?

Answer. Yes. I support the administration’s policies, strategies, and priorities as
set forth in this review, and, if confirmed, I will implement them.

Question. The two most recent flight tests of the Ground-based Midcourse Defense
(GMD) system failed to intercept their targets. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA)
formed a Failure Review Board to determine the root cause of the failure and devel-
oped a plan to correct it, including flight tests to confirm the correction. Until the
flight tests confirm the correction, MDA has suspended production of the Exo-atmos-
pheric Kill Vehicles (EKVs) of the type that failed in the previous flight tests, in
order to ensure that those EKVs do not contain a flaw that would need to be cor-
rected later.

Do you agree that it is a high priority to correct the failure of the GMD system
killdvgl?licle and demonstrate through flight testing that the system works as in-
tended?

Answer. 'm not familiar with the technical details associated with these flight
test failures, but in general I would agree that for any system, but especially for
a national missile defense system, it is important to correct failures and dem-
onstrate effectiveness as quickly as possible.

Question. Do you agree that 1t is prudent to verify that the flight test failure prob-
lem has been corrected before resuming production of additional EKVs?

Answer. I am not in a position to express a technical opinion on the right course
of action, but in general it would seem prudent to demonstrate system effectiveness
before committing to production. This is in line with the administration’s principle
of “fly before you buy”.

Question. Do you support the continued enhancement and sustainment of the
Ground-based Midcourse Defense system?

Answer. I very strongly believe that we should sustain and enhance our national
missile defense to protect the Nation from limited ICBM attack by states like North
Korea and Iran.

Question. Do you support the modernization of the Exo-atmospheric Kill Vehicle,
which is based on 20-year-old technology?

Answer. Yes. I understand that the Exo-Atmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) is a key
component of the Ground-based Midcourse Defense System that we rely on to pro-
tect the United States.

Question. Would you agree to study the feasibility, advisability, cost, and potential
advantage of deploying additional ground based interceptors in the United States,
including at a site located on the east coast of the United States?

Answer. I understand that such a study is required by the NDAA and, if con-
firmed, I will ensure the Department executes the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013 direc-
tion to analyze potential locations for another continental United States (CONUS)-
based missile defense site and to conduct environmental impact surveys.

Question. The United States and NATO are seeking options to cooperate with
Russia on missile defense. President Obama has announced that such cooperation
would not limit U.S. or NATO missile defense capabilities.

Do you agree that such cooperation could enhance the security of the United
States, NATO, and Russia against common missile threats from nations such as
Iran?

Answer. Yes. I agree that missile defense cooperation with Russia has the poten-
tial to enhance the security of the United States, NATO, and Russia. I also agree
with President Obama’s commitment to ensure that such cooperation will not limit
U.S. or NATO missile defense capabilities.
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Question. Do you agree that, irrespective of Russian objections, the United States
is committed to the continued development and deployment of U.S. missile defense
systems, including qualitative and quantitative improvements to such systems, to
defegd the homeland, our forward-deployed troops, and allies and partners over-
seas?

Answer. I agree that the United States is committed to continue to develop and
deploy missile defenses, including qualitative and quantitative improvements con-
sistent with the Ballistic Missile Defense Review. The President is on record as say-
ing, and I agree, that the United States cannot accept limits on its BMD systems
or expose information that would put our missile defense systems at risk. The Presi-
dent has made clear the need to ensure our missile defense systems are capable of
defeating the most likely threat we face from North Korean and Iranian missiles.
It makes sense to explore approaches to missile defense cooperation that improve
transparency and reassure Russia that the U.S. missile defense system does not un-
dermine Russia’s strategic deterrent.

SPACE

Question. China’s test of an anti-satellite weapon in 2007 was a turning point for
the United States in its policies and procedure to ensure access to space. As a nation
heavily dependent on space assets for both military and economic advantage, protec-
tion of space assets became a U.S. national priority.

Do you agree that space situational awareness and protection of space assets
should be a national security priority?

Answer. Yes. Space situational awareness is foundational to all space activities,
and enables the United States to maintain the strategic advantages we derive from
space-based capabilities.

Question. In your view, should China’s continued development of space systems
inform U.S. space policy and programs?

Answer. Yes. U.S. space policies and programs should be informed by China’s con-
tinued development of space systems, including its multidimensional counterspace
program, as well as by the range of other actors that make the space environment
increasingly congested, contested, and competitive.

Question. If confirmed, would you propose any changes to national security space
policy and programs?

Answer. At this time, I am unaware of any necessary changes and if confirmed,
I would plan to continue to implement the President’s 2010 National Space Policy
and the 2011 National Security Space Strategy. If I find need for changes in the
future, I would propose them.

Question. Do you support the space code of conduct as a non-binding agreement
among nations that utilize outer space?

Answer. Yes. An international code of conduct for space activities—a non-binding
arrangement among nations that utilize space—would enhance our national security
by helping to maintain the long-term sustainability, safety, stability, and security
of space. As more countries and companies field space capabilities, a code could en-
courage responsible behavior and single out those who would act otherwise, while
reducing the risk of mishaps, misperceptions, and mistrust.

Question. If confirmed, would you commit to reviewing the overall management
and coordination of the national security space enterprise?

Answer. I understand that there has been a recent reorganization of the manage-
ment and coordination of the national security space enterprise, including the estab-
lishment of the Defense Space Council, and the confirmation of the Secretary of the
Air Force as the Executive Agent for Space. This reorganization has resulted in im-
provements in information flow across the Department and among U.S. departments
and agencies, and has also improved the process for acquisition and policy decisions.
If confirmed, I will commit to review this reorganization to ensure continued
progress.

Question. What is your view on weapons in space?

Answer. If confirmed, I would continue to implement the 2011 National Security
Space Strategy, which states that “it is in the interests of all space-faring nations
to avoid hostilities in space,” and the President’s 2010 National Space Policy, which
states that “all nations have the right to explore and use space for peaceful pur-
poses.” The National Space Policy also directs the Secretary of Defense to develop
capabilities, plans and options to deter, defend against, and, if necessary, defeat ef-
forts to interfere with or attack U.S. or allied space systems.

Question. The administration is proposing to free up 500 MHz of spectrum for
broadband use, a candidate portion of which includes the band 1755-1850 MHz,
which is used heavily by DOD and other national security agencies.
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Do you support this initiative?

Answer. I fully support the national economic and security goals of the President’s
500 MHz initiative to make spectrum available for commercial broadband use, the
implementation of more effective and efficient use of limited radio-frequency spec-
trum and the development of solutions to meet these goals.

Question. Do you support section 1602 of Public Law 106-65, which requires the
Secretaries of Commerce and Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to certify that any alternative band or bands to be substituted for spectrum cur-
rently used by DOD and other national security agencies provide “comparable tech-
nical characteristics to restore essential military capability that will be lost as a re-
sult of the band of frequencies to be so surrendered”?

Answer. I fully support section 1602 of Public Law 106—65. This provision is abso-
lutely critical to protecting and maintaining our warfighting capabilities. This statu-
tory requirement is intended to ensure the Department is provided access to alter-
nate spectrum before surrendering any spectrum critical for national security capa-
bilities. Any spectrum reallocations and auctions should provide sufficient time for
evaluation and certification of such alternate spectrum so that national security op-
erations are not put at risk.

Question. If confirmed, how do you intend to comply with section 1602 in light
of the 500 MHz initiative?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department continues to conduct oper-
ational and cost-feasibility analysis to guarantee that spectrum-dependent national
security capabilities are preserved, while supporting the economic benefits spectrum
provides to our Nation.

Question. Do you intend to insist that DOD be compensated fully for the cost of
relocating, if required to do so?

Answer. Yes. In order to relocate national security capabilities that rely on spec-
trum, while maintaining mission effectiveness, the Department must have alternate
spectrum with comparable technical characteristics, full cost reimbursement for
modifying complex weapons systems, and adequate time to make the transition.

Question. How do you propose the Department make more efficient use of commu-
nications spectrum through leasing of commercial satellites?

Answer. I understand that both the National Security Space Strategy and the De-
partment of Defense Space Policy indicate that the Department will make use of
commercial systems to the maximum extent practicable. I am not familiar with all
the details, but will review this more thoroughly, if confirmed.

Question. Do you support more competition in the launch of DOD payloads?

Answer. Yes. in general I favor competition in contracting—to include new com-
petitors that can meet certification standards.

Question. If confirmed, what steps will you take to encourage new entrants to the
medium and heavy lift launch of DOD payloads while balancing affordability, mis-
sion assurance, and maintaining the viability of the existing launch provider?

Answer. I understand that the Department has developed criteria to certify new
space launch vehicles capable of reliably launching national security satellites and
will openly compete up to 14 space launches in the next 5 years, while guaranteeing
the existing launch provider at least 28 launches.

Question. Do you support commercial hosting of DOD payloads and if so how?

Answer. Hosted payloads are one of the ways to enhance resilience and assure
space capabilities in the congested, contested, and competitive space environment.
If confirmed, I would support innovative approaches to improve the national secu-
rity benefits we derive from space in a budget-constrained environment, including
through the use of hosted payloads.

Question. What is your long-term vision and support for the Space-Based Infrared
Sensing System (SBIRS)?

Answer. I understand that the SBIRS provides advanced early warning of hostile
missile threats, allowing our warfighters to take swift and precise action. If con-
firmed, I would support the Department’s continued efforts to define the future ar-
chitecture necessary to provide early warning.

Question. Do you support splitting the systems sensors up to lower overall cost
of the system?

Answer. I understand that the Department of Defense Space Policy requires the
consideration of resilience in space architecture development. Splitting space sensors
may be one way to achieve resilience. If confirmed, I will look at options for improv-
ing resilience in this system.
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STRATEGIC SYSTEMS

Question. Over the next 5 years DOD will begin to replace or begin studies to re-
place all of the strategic delivery systems. For the next 15 plus years, DOD will also
have to sustain the current strategic nuclear enterprise. This will be a very expen-
sive undertaking.

Do you support the President’s intent, stated in his message to the Senate on the
New START treaty (February 2, 2011), to modernize or replace the triad of strategic
nuclear delivery systems?

Answer. I support the President’s commitment to a safe, secure, and effective nu-
clear deterrent as long as nuclear weapons exist. I believe that providing necessary
resources for nuclear modernization of the Triad should be a national priority. I un-
derstand the Department is currently modernizing, replacing, or studying recapital-
ization options for each leg of the Triad.

Question. Do you have any concerns about the ability of the Department to afford
the costs of nuclear systems modernization while meeting the rest of the DOD com-
mitments?

Answer. I am not able to make a judgment on this at this time; however, if con-
firmed, I will assess the costs to ensure that we protect critically important nuclear
systems modernization while meeting other defense commitments. We must con-
tinue to aggressively scrutinize each of our programs to ensure we maintain critical
capabilities in a fiscally responsible manner.

Question. The Department is committed to modernizing our nuclear command and
control system, do you support that commitment?

Answer. I do. An effective, reliable Nuclear Command, Control, and Communica-
tion (NC3) system is a vital component of a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deter-
rent. NC3 systems provide the President redundant and assured capability to exe-
cute U.S. nuclear forces under any scenario and are a critical element in ensuring
crisis stability and deterrence.

U.S. CYBER COMMAND PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

Question. The Commander of U.S. Cyber Command (CYBERCOM) in conjunction
with the Chiefs of the Military Services and other elements of DOD, is now seriously
engaged in defining the numbers and qualifications of personnel required to conduct
the offensive, defensive, and intelligence missions of the Command in support of the
combatant commands and the defense of the Nation in cyberspace. Preliminary indi-
cations are that the numbers of exceptionally qualified operators are going to be
substantial. Secretary Panetta committed to report to the Committee on Armed
Services as early as possible this year how the Department would address these se-
rious manpower and training requirements.

Do you believe that the strategy, operational concepts, and operational assump-
tions that underpin CYBERCOM’s force planning have received sufficient critical
scrutiny and analysis?

Answer. I understand that the Department’s leadership has invested significant
effort analyzing the threat, reviewing the force planning model, and is currently ad-
dressing how to implement the proposed model. If confirmed, I will review this anal-
ysis and implementation plan.

Question. Can the Military Services’ current personnel systems and practices
produce and sustain the number of highly qualified cyber operators that
CYBERCOM believes are required, especially in light of end strength reductions and
declining budgets?

Answer. Recruiting, training, and retaining military and civilian personnel needed
for cyber operations will be a challenge. This is a high priority area for the Depart-
ment with regard to investment of both resources and management oversight and,
if confirmed, I will review these systems and practices.

Question. Should consideration be given to providing the Commander of
ggggR(‘;OM personnel authorities similar to those granted to the Commander of

M?

Answer. If confirmed, I will seek the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and senior
civilian staff of the Department before recommending any additional authorities for
CYBERCOM.

CYBER DETERRENCE
Question. Do you believe we are deterring and dissuading our adversaries in
cyberspace?

Answer. At this time, it appears that the United States has successfully deterred
major cyber attacks. I expect that deterring and, if necessary, defeating such attacks
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will be a continued key challenge. If confirmed I intend to ensure that the Depart-
ment provides strong support to our national efforts in this area.

U.S. CYBER COMMAND STATUS

Question. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has recommended that U.S.
CYBERCOM be elevated from a sub-unified to a full unified command. The NDAA
for Fiscal Year 2013 includes a Sense of the Congress resolution calling for consulta-
tion with Congress before a Presidential decision is made to make CYBERCOM a
unified command, and asking for consideration of a number of issues associated
with such a decision.

Do you believe it would be advisable to consult with Congress prior to making a
decision to elevate CYBERCOM to a unified command?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will ensure consultation with Congress.

Question. As the current Commander of the sub-unified CYBERCOM is dual-
hatted as the Director of the National Security Agency (NSA), what are your views
on the wisdom of having an intelligence officer serve as a unified combatant com-
mander, rather than a line officer with broad training and command experience?

Answer. My sense is that dual-hatting the commander of CYBERCOM and the
Director of NSA has worked well to date. However, if confirmed, I will review spe-
cifics of the dual-hatted relationship and assess whether it should continue in the
future. I recognize that NSA support is critical to CYBERCOM’s mission given the
technical capabilities required to operate in cyberspace. In addition, I recognize that
the CYBERCOM commander requires significant understanding of the intelligence
community’s capabilities and processes to execute his or her missions effectively.
However, I am also aware of concerns about the dual-hatted relationship and, if con-
firmed, will carefully consider these concerns.

Question. Do you believe that CYBERCOM is mature enough to become a unified
command, and that policy, strategy, operational planning, and rules of engagement
to govern operations in cyberspace are sufficiently developed to justify this step?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department has made significant progress
since CYBERCOM’s creation in 2009. This includes issuance of a comprehensive
strategy for military operations in cyberspace. In addition, I am told that
CYBERCOM is expanding its integration into the Department’s deliberate planning,
and that the Chairman, with the approval of the Secretary of Defense, will issue
a new set of rules of engagement governing all military operations, including cyber
operations, in the near future. If confirmed, I will evaluate the maturity of the com-
mand and will consult closely with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, combatant
commanders, and Congress prior to any decisions with respect to CYBERCOM.

CHINA’S AGGRESSIVE THEFT OF U.S. INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY

Question. A recent report by the National Counterintelligence Executive confirmed
the widespread belief that China is engaged in a massive campaign to steal tech-
nology, other forms of intellectual property, and business and trade information
from the United States through cyberspace. The current Commander of
CYBERCOM has referred to this as the greatest transfer of wealth in history and,
along with others, believes this is a serious national security issue.

Do you believe that China’s aggressive and massive theft of technology in cyber-
space is a threat to national security and economic prosperity?

Answer. I believe that the theft of intellectual property and other sensitive infor-
mation threatens the United States’ military advantage and economic prosperity. If
confirmed, I will work within the Department and with other departments and
agencies to address this threat.

Question. What steps, if any, do you believe are needed to deter China from such
activities in the future?

Answer. I am not in a position to recommend specific policies, guidance, or
changes to authorities at this time. I understand that the Department is enhancing
its cyber defense programs and those of certain defense industrial base networks,
as well as improving its ability to identify the origins of intrusion. If confirmed, I
will consider what diplomatic and public engagement as well as other actions that
should be taken to address this challenge.

DOD’S ROLE IN DEFENDING THE NATION FROM CYBER ATTACK

Question. What is your understanding of the role of DOD in defending the Nation
from an attack in cyberspace? In what ways is this role distinct from those of the
Homeland security and law enforcement communities?

Answer. My understanding is that DHS has the lead for domestic cybersecurity.
Thus, DHS coordinates national protection, prevention, mitigation, and recovery in
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significant cyber incidents. The Defense Department provides technical assistance
to DHS when requested. The Department’s role is to provide the military forces
needed to deter the adversary, and if necessary, act to protect the security of the
country. This includes planning against potential threats to our critical infrastruc-
ture, gathering foreign threat intelligence, and protecting classified networks. I be-
lieve that the defense, homeland security, and law enforcement communities should
work together, and with our private sector partners to improve network defenses,
share information on cyber threats, and ensure swift response to threats when they
manifest themselves.

Question. Do you believe that defending the Homeland mission will require both
offensive and defensive cyber forces and tools?

Answer. If confirmed, this is an area I will review closely. My current view is that
defending the Homeland from cyber attacks should involve the full range of tools
at the disposal of the United States, including diplomacy and law enforcement as
well as any authorized military operations.

Question. This new mission will require substantial resources, including per-
sonnel. How do you envision generating these additional resources in the face of re-
duced budgets and declining end strength?

Answer. The current fiscal situation will force hard choices across a range of pri-
ority missions, including cyber. If confirmed, I will consult closely with military and
givlilian leaders in the Department, the President, and Congress in finding the right

alance.

IRAN

sz)estion. What is your assessment of the military and political threat posed by
Iran?

Answer. Iran poses a significant threat to the United States, our allies and part-
ners, and our interests in the region and globally. Iran continues to pursue an illicit
nuclear program that threatens to provoke a regional arms race and undermine the
global non-proliferation regime. Iran is also one of the main state-sponsors of ter-
rorism and could spark conflict, including against U.S. personnel and interests. Iran
is also actively investing in the development of a range of conventional capabilities,
including air, missile, and naval assets that have generated regional anxieties and
could threaten our interests and personnel in the region.

Question. What is your assessment of U.S. policy with respect to Iran?

Answer. I believe that President Obama has put in place and pursued effec-
tively—with support from the U.S. Congress—a strong, multi-vector strategy to deal
with the threats that Iran poses to the United States, particularly its nuclear pur-
suits. This strategy has included a strong diplomatic effort to test Iranian inten-
tions, lay the ground work for an international coalition that holds Tehran account-
able for its transgressions, and isolate Iran in the region and globally. This strategy
has also included the application of smart, unprecedented, and effective sanctions
against the Iranian regime that has sharpened its choices significantly. Lastly, this
strategy has credibly, and smartly in my opinion, made clear that all options are
on the table. I believe that this strategy has made it clear to Iran that the United
States will do what it must to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon, and
I will continue to implement this policy if confirmed.

Question. In your view, what has been the effect of sanctions against Iran—how
effective have they been?

Answer. I believe that the President with significant help from the U.S. Congress,
has been able to bring the world community together to confront Iran with effective
sanctions. As a result of these sanctions, Iran’s financial, trade, and economic out-
look has deteriorated significantly. International financial institutions estimate that
Iran’s economy contracted in 2012 for the first time in more than 2 decades. Iran’s
access to foreign exchange reserves held overseas has diminished. Additionally, the
Iranian currency—the rial—reached an all-time low in mid-October, losing more
than half its value since the start of 2012. Inflation and unemployment are also
growing. As the economic outlook for Iran continues to worsen and as the U.S. con-
tinues to reinforce our pressure track along with the International Community, I be-
lieve that pressure is building on Iran.

Question. You have said that “Washington should make clear that everything is
on the table with Tehran—an end to sanctions, diplomatic recognition, civil nuclear
cooperation, investment in Iran’s energy sector, World Bank Loans, World Trade Or-
ganization membership, Iraq, Afghanistan, regional security arrangements, etc.—if
Iran abstains from a nuclear weapons program, ends support for terrorist groups,
recognizes Israel, and engages in more constructive policies in Iraq.”

Do you still hold this view?
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Answer. I do believe that if Iran lives up to international obligations, it should
have a path to a more prosperous and productive relationship with the international
community and eventual rejoining of the community of nations. The other choice is
clear as well—if Iran continues to flout its international obligations, it should con-
tinue to face severe and growing consequences. While there is time and space for
diplomacy, backed by pressure, the window is closing. Iran needs to demonstrate it
is prepared to negotiate seriously.

Question. In March 2012, President Obama said “when it comes to preventing
Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon, I will take no options off the table, and I
mean what I say. That includes all elements of American power: A political effort
aimed at isolating Iran; a diplomatic effort to sustain our coalition and ensure that
the Iranian program is monitored; an economic effort that imposes crippling sanc-
tions; and, yes, a military effort to be prepared for any contingency.”

Do you agree with the President’s view that “all options should be on the table”
to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon?

Answer. I agree with the President that the United States should take no options
off the table in our efforts to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon. If con-
firmed, I will focus intently on ensuring that U.S. military is in fact prepared for
any contingency.

COUNTERING IRAN’S BALLISTIC MISSILE THREATS

Question. Iran has hundreds of short- and medium-range ballistic missiles today
that are capable of reaching forward-deployed U.S. forces, allies, and partner na-
tions in the CENTCOM AOR. The Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report of Feb-
ruary 2010 stated that the United States intends to pursue a phased and adaptive
approach to ballistic missile defense tailored against such missile threats in various
regions, including the Middle East.

Do you agree that such a phased adaptive approach will provide CENTCOM with
the missile defense capabilities needed to defend our forward deployed forces and
our allies and partners in the region against Iranian ballistic missile threats?

Answer. While I have not looked into the details of the phased adaptive approach,
I believe this approach includes the appropriate steps to protect the United States
as well as our forces and interests overseas. If confirmed, I will work to ensure the
President continues to propose a budget sufficient to support our ballistic missile
defense priorities, balanced with competing priorities, and consistent with the pro-
jected capabilities of missile defense systems to deal with the anticipated threats.

Question. What role do you see for the Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense system with
Standard Missile-3 interceptors in U.S. regional missile defense capabilities against
Iran’s ballistic missiles?

Answer. My understanding is that today, U.S. Aegis combatants equipped with
Standard Missile-3s are on station and protecting U.S. forces, partners, and allies
in the Middle East as well as Europe against Iran’s ballistic missiles. My expecta-
tion is that this capability will continue to evolve.

Question. In addition to U.S. missile defense capabilities in the CENTCOM AOR,
what role do you see for other nations in the AOR to contribute to regional missile
defense capabilities, such as UAE’s plans to purchase the Terminal High Altitude
Area Defense system?

Answer. Recognizing that global demand for BMD will likely exceed the U.S. sup-
ply, it is appropriate for the United States to seek appropriate burden-sharing ar-
rangements with partners and allies in the CENTCOM area and other regions. Such
arrangements can increase the quantity of missile defense assets in support of U.S.
regional deterrence and security goals. If confirmed, I will encourage those contribu-
tions to our mutual defense needs.

Question. The Intelligence Community assesses that, with sufficient foreign assist-
ance, Iran may be technically capable of flight testing an ICBM capable of reaching
the United States by 2015. What should the United States do to hedge against this
possibility?

Answer. I understand that, with the deployed Ground-based Midcourse Defense
system, the United States is currently protected against the threat of limited ICBM
attack from states like Iran and North Korea. As noted in the 2010 Ballistic Missile
Defense Review, it is important that we maintain this advantageous position by
hedging against future uncertainties. If confirmed, I would continue the current ef-
forts to prepare options in case the threat changes or if the development of new
technical capabilities is delayed.
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U.S.-ISRAEL DEFENSE COOPERATION

Question. In recent years, the NDAA has supported close cooperation and substan-
tial funding for a number of critical missile defense and rocket defense programs
for the state of Israel, including the Arrow system, the Arrow-3 interceptor, David’s
Sling, and the Iron Dome system.

In your view, should the United States continue to support such joint cooperation
and funding for these programs?

Answer. Yes. I am proud of the work that the United States has done in support
of the ballistic missile defense of Israel and, if confirmed, I will continue to support
these efforts. Missile defense is a core area of U.S.-Israel joint cooperation. The im-
portance of these efforts came to the forefront with Israel’s recent Operation Pillar
of Defense in Gaza. Throughout the 8 days of the operation, Hamas and the Pales-
tinian Islamic Jihad launched over 1,506 rockets into Israel. Focusing only on these
that posed a real threat to populated areas, Iron Dome intercepted 421 rockets with
an overall intercept rate of approximately 85 percent—saving the lives of countless
Israeli civilians. This highlights the importance of the work that the United States
is doing with the Israelis on all layers of missile and rocket defense, and if con-
firmed, I will work to continue and expand this cooperation.

DOD’S COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION (CTR) PROGRAM

Question. The CTR program is focused on eliminating WMD in the states of the
former Soviet Union and other nations around the world. Its key objectives include:
(1) eliminating strategic nuclear weapons; (2) improving the security and accounting
of nuclear weapons and weapons-usable fissile material; (3) detecting, eliminating,
and preventing the proliferation of biological and chemical weapons and capabilities;
and (4) encouraging development of capabilities to reduce proliferation threats. The
current CTR umbrella agreement between the Russian Federation and the United
States will expire at the end of May 2013, and it has been reported that the Duma
does not support extending the umbrella as it is currently written at this time.

Do you support extending this umbrella agreement?

Answer. Yes. On December 3, 2012, President Obama said, “If Russia believes the
CTR agreement hasn’t kept pace with the changing relationship between our coun-
tries, we should update it.” If confirmed, I will support continuation of the non-
proliferation cooperation with Russia supported by the CTR Umbrella Agreement.

Question. Do you support continued cooperation with the Russian Federation to
eliminate WMD in Russia?

Answer. Yes. U.S. and Russian efforts to secure and eliminate WMD have made
both countries safer, and have proven to be a productive area of cooperation.

Question. Do you support the use of metrics to assess the progress of the CTR
programs and to ensure individual programs complete their objectives?

Answer. Yes. Metrics are an important tool in ensuring efficient execution of the
CTR program.

Question. In your view, are Russia and the former Soviet Union countries making
a sdigniﬁcant contribution to efforts to reduce the proliferation threats they inher-
ited?

Answer. My understanding is that the Russian Federation and several other
states of the Former Soviet Union have contributed in many ways to reduce threats
posed by WMD that they inherited. I understand that the Department supports
these efforts through the CTR program, which helps secure nuclear materials, de-
stroy chemical weapons, and reduce the threat from especially dangerous pathogens.
Russia and several of its neighbors also made important contributions to the Nu-
clear Security Summits held in Washington and Seoul.

Question. Do you think the CTR program is well-coordinated among the U.S. Gov-
ernment agencies that engage in threat reduction efforts in Russia, e.g., DOD, the
Department of Energy, and the State Department?

Answer. My understanding is that CTR and other nonproliferation programs exe-
cuted by Federal agencies are coordinated well through the leadership of the Na-
tional Security Staff. If confirmed, one of my priorities as Secretary of Defense will
be to ensure that all of the Department’s activities in this area are well-coordinated
with interagency partners.

Question. As the CTR program expands to geographic regions beyond the states
of the former Soviet Union, in your view what proliferation prevention and threat
reduction goals should the DOD establish or focus on?

Answer. My understanding is that the President has highlighted nuclear and bio-
logical terrorism as key threats, and that the CTR program strongly supports these
priorities. I agree with these priorities.
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Question. Do you support extending the CTR program to nations in the Middle
East, especially with respect to containing Syrian chemical weapons?

Answer. My understanding is that the CTR program is authorized to undertake
activities in the Middle East. The main objective of this expanded authority is to
enhance the capacity of regional partners, particularly the nations that border
Syria, to mitigate the threat to their territory posed by the potential loss or use of
Syria’s chemical weapons. If confirmed, I would continue to support this effort.

Question. Do you support extending the CTR program to nations in Africa, espe-
cially with respect to biological materials?

Answer. Yes. based on my current understanding, I believe it makes good sense
to continue to expand the CTR program’s geographic reach beyond the former Soviet
Union. Any cost effective steps we can take to keep terrorists from accessing dan-
gerous biological agents by partnering with other nations are especially important
in regions like East Africa where active terrorist threats converge with emerging in-
fectious diseases.

PROMPT GLOBAL STRIKE

Question. The 2010 QDR concluded that the United States will continue to experi-
ment with prompt global strike prototypes. There has been no decision to field a
pflompt global strike capability as the effort is early in the technology and testing
phase.

In your view, what is the role for a conventional prompt global strike capability
in addressing the key threats to U.S. national security in the near future?

Answer. I understand that the Department continues to assess a broad range of
conventional strike capabilities to address current and emerging threats. Conven-
tional prompt global strike weapons could provide the President with unique con-
ventional capabilities in certain scenarios that include fleeting or otherwise inacces-
sible time-sensitive targets for example. I understand, however, that there are con-
cerns about this operational concept. At this point, I believe that it makes sense to
assess potential approaches to conventional prompt global strike. If confirmed, I will
look forward to further discussions with Congress on this topic.

Question. What approach to implementation of this capability would you expect
to pursue if confirmed?

Answer. I understand the Department is continuing to conduct research and test-
ing to support the development of concepts and technologies for boost-glide systems
that could provide the basis for a conventional prompt global strike capability. If
confirmed, I will review implementation options.

Question. Do you support a competitive procurement of prompt global strike sys-
tems if they progress to a milestone B stage?

Answer. In general, where viable options exist, I think the Department should
take maximum advantage of a competitive procurement process.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP

Question. Congress established the Stockpile Stewardship Program with the aim
of creating the computational capabilities and experimental tools needed to allow for
the continued certification of the nuclear weapons stockpile as safe, secure, and reli-
able without the need for nuclear weapons testing. The Secretaries of Defense and
Energy are statutorily required to certify annually to Congress the continued safety,
security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.

As the stockpile continues to age, what do you view as the greatest challenges
with respect to assuring the safety, reliability, and security of the stockpile?

Answer. I understand that the Stockpile Stewardship Program has ensured that
our nuclear weapons stockpile remains safe, secure, and effective without the use
of underground nuclear weapons testing. At the same time, the challenge we face
is that some aspects of today’s nuclear complex are in need of repair or replacement.
If confirmed, I will continue to work with the Department of Energy to ensure the
safety, security, and reliability of our stockpile, and the modernization of the nu-
clear weapons complex infrastructure.

Question. Do you agree that the full funding of the President’s plan for modern-
izing the nuclear weapons complex, commonly referred to as the 1251 report, is a
critical national security priority?

Answer. The modernization of the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) infrastructure and life extension of our nuclear weapons are critical to sus-
taining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent. If confirmed, I will work to
ensure appropriate funding levels and cost-effective management for these efforts,
which will require a substantial and sustained fiscal commitment.
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Question. Prior to completing this modernization effort, do you believe it would
be prudent to consider reductions below New START treaty limits for either the de-
ployed or nondeployed stockpile of nuclear weapons?

Answer. I believe that we should make necessary investments in infrastructure
modernization regardless of potential future nuclear weapon reductions. I under-
stand that the New START treaty does not limit nondeployed warheads; if con-
firmed I will ensure that the stockpile, including both deployed and nondeployed nu-
clear warheads, sustains the credibility of the U.S. deterrent, including our commit-
ments to extend deterrence to U.S. allies.

Question. What role does the Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC) play in helping to
establish key stockpile stewardship goals and modernization objectives?

Answer. The NWC is the primary interface for coordinating nuclear weapons en-
terprise issues between DOD and the Department of Energy. I understand that its
current top priority is to address stockpile life extension and nuclear infrastructure
modernization in the current fiscal environment.

Question. Do you support a more active role of the Office of Cost Analysis and
Program Evaluation (CAPE) in ensuring the programs within the Department of
Energy and the NNSA are appropriately tailored for the best investment of funds
possible to achieve a safe, effective, and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile?

Answer. I am not familiar enough with the degree of CAPE’s involvement with
the Department of Energy and the NNSA to make that determination at this time.
I understand that CAPE has worked closely with NNSA over the past year to re-
view NNSA programs, and if confirmed, will closely consider CAPE’s appropriate
role in this regard in the future.

MEDICAL COUNTERMEASURES INITIATIVE

Question. The administration has produced an interagency strategy for the ad-
vanced development and manufacture of medical countermeasures (MCM) to defend
against pandemic influenza and biological warfare threats. In this strategy, DOD
will be responsible for the rapid development and manufacture of medical counter-
measures to protect U.S. Armed Forces and Defense Department personnel.

Do you support this interagency strategy and the MCM Initiative and, if con-
firmed, would you plan to implement them?

Answer. I am very concerned about the threat of biological weapons. I support as-
signing to the Department the responsibility for protecting the U.S. Armed Forces
and Defense Department personnel with rapid development and manufacturing of
medical countermeasures. If confirmed, I will need to look into the specific plans as-
sociated with the interagency strategy of the Medical Countermeasure Initiative. I
would do my best to implement the administration’s strategy, consistent with any
statutory guidance and available funding.

DEFENSE ACQUISITION REFORM

Question. The Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009 (WSARA) is de-
signed to ensure that new defense acquisition programs start on a sound footing,
to avoid the high cost of fixing problems late in the acquisition process.

What are your views regarding WSARA and the need for improvements in the De-
fense acquisition process?

Answer. I believe that our weapons systems acquisition process has substantial
room for improvement. My understanding is that WSARA, which enacted a number
of steps to improve many aspects of weapons system acquisition, has been largely
implemented by the Department and that it is improving the Department’s acquisi-
tion performance, but that more needs to be done. I am aware the Department is
continuing to implement the remaining provisions of WSARA and other acquisition
improvement initiatives. If confirmed, I will review these efforts to ensure that they
are adequate and I will continue to work with Congress and our industry partners
to improve the way we acquire systems for the Department.

Question. If confirmed, how would you improve all three aspects of the acquisition
process B requirements, acquisition, and budgeting?

Answer. Close coordination of these three processes is essential to improving the
Department’s ability to acquire services and systems and to obtain the best value
for every defense dollar. Since WSARA’s enactment, progress appears to have been
made in regard to closer integration of these three processes, but I do not believe
that this work is complete. In my view, requirements must be feasible and afford-
able, there must be an executable plan to acquire the products that meet those re-
quirements, and there must be an adequate budget established to conduct the pro-
gram and acquire the product. If confirmed, I will work to bring requirements, ac-
quisition, and budgeting into close alignment by ensuring that the individuals re-
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sponsible for these three aspects of acquisition work in conjunction with one another
and not in isolation.

Question. If confirmed, how would you improve acquisition accountability?

Answer. I support a chain of command for the acquisition process that provides
for the clear responsibility and accountability that was established by the Gold-
water-Nichols Act in the 1980s. For major programs, this chain of command begins
with the Defense Acquisition Executive and runs through DOD component head to
the Service or Component Acquisition Executive, the Program Executive Officer, and
the Program Manager. If confirmed, I will hold these individuals accountable for ac-
quisition system performance.

Question. Do you believe that the current investment budget for major systems
is affordable given increasing historic cost growth in major systems, costs of current
operations, and asset recapitalization?

Answer. I have not yet reviewed DOD’s investment budget in detail or the balance
between major systems investments, operations, and recapitalization. However, it is
clear to me that pursuing only affordable programs and controlling costs throughout
a product’s life cycle are critical in any financial environment. All programs must
be closely managed to avoid cost growth, and the affordability of any new require-
ments must be carefully scrutinized at the outset—before the program is authorized.
If confirmed, I will examine the investment budget closely for near and long-term
affordability, taking into consideration the potential for cost growth. I will also as-
sess the sustainability of the balance between the various accounts that make up
the Department’s budget, including the investment, operations, and asset recapital-
ization portions of the budget.

Question. If confirmed, how do you plan to address this issue and guard against
the potential impact of weapon systems cost growth?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department has been imposing afford-
ability cost caps on new programs for over 2 years for both production and
sustainment costs. These caps are being used to force trade-offs between capability
and costs early in a program’s life cycle. If confirmed, I will strongly support the
imposition and enforcement of these cost caps. I will also work with the Department
and industry to ensure that we stay on budget and on schedule. DOD and the tax-
payer cannot afford the excessive cost growth that has plagued some programs in
the past.

RELIABILITY OF WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Question. The Department’s process for procuring major weapons systems places
insufficient emphasis on reliability and maintainability and, therefore, produces sys-
tems that are increasingly costly to operate and sustain. Given that these ownership
costs comprise most of a given weapons systems’ overall lifecycle cost, these in-
creased costs could undermine considerably the Department’s “buying power”.

How would you ensure that the defense acquisition system produces more reliable
weapons systems?

Answer. I believe that the key to obtaining necessary reliability is to establish ef-
fective incentives and, when necessary, to enforce the consequences of failure to
meet established standards. If confirmed, I will ensure that the acquisition system
takes this approach to achieving the needed reliability performance for its weapons
systems.

EXCESSIVE CONCURRENCY IN MAJOR DEFENSE ACQUISITION PROGRAMS

Question. Major defense acquisition programs (MDAP) have experienced excessive
cost-growth and schedule delays due to, among other things, too much of an overlap
between development and production. This has exposed these systems to a high risk
of costly new discoveries requiring redesign and retrofit late into operational testing
or production.

What more can be done to ensure that the defense acquisition system safeguards
against excessive concurrency in MDAPs?

Answer. I am not an expert in this field; however, my understanding is that some
limited degree of concurrency between development and initial production can often
be the most efficient way to structure a weapons system program. However, the De-
partment has in some cases, such as the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, taken too much
risk with concurrency, committing to production well before the design was tested
enough to know that it was mature and stable. If confirmed, I will work to ensure
that the risks of concurrent development and production are fully understood and
taken into account by acquisition decisionmakers before a program enters produc-
tion.
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PROCUREMENT PROGRAM RISK

Question. Another major cause of excessive cost growth and schedule delays in
how the Department procures major weapons systems and major automated infor-
mation systems (in particular, “enterprise resource planning” systems, which are
vital to defense financial improvement and business transformation), relates to the
Department’s inability to identify, price, and therefore effectively manage program
risk, (e.g., technological, developmental, integration, and manufacturing risk).

How would you improve the defense acquisition system to ensure that the Depart-
ment can more effectively and timely address all types of risk in its major defense
procurement programs to better ensure the delivery of needed combat capability on
time and on budget?

Answer. I believe the early identification, management, and mitigation of program
risk is a critical element of any well-managed acquisition program. I understand
that the Department, through implementation of WSARA and other ongoing initia-
tives, is working to improve early planning efforts to better understand risks and
to put in place steps that will remove and/or mitigate them prior to the commitment
of a major investment in product development or initial production. My view is that
new product development inherently involves risk and that the risk of any new
product development must be actively managed if the program is to be successful.
If confirmed, I will review the adequacy of these initiatives and their effectiveness.

SERVICES CONTRACTING

Question. Over the last decade, the Department has become progressively more
reliant upon contractors to perform functions that were once performed exclusively
by government employees. As a result, contractors now play an integral role in
areas as diverse as the management and oversight of weapons programs, the devel-
opment of personnel policies, and the collection and analysis of intelligence. In many
cases, contractor employees work in the same offices, serve on the same projects and
task forces, and perform many of the same functions as DOD employees.

In your view, has DOD become too reliant on contractors to support the basic
functions of the Department?

Answer. Although I understand that DOD has been taking steps in recent years
to reduce its reliance on contractors, I believe DOD must continue to manage its
workforce in a way that avoids inappropriate or excessive reliance on contractor
support for basic Department functions, while also meeting its obligations to per-
form work efficiently and effectively and to be a good steward of taxpayer resources.
If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department implements a workforce strategy
that aligns functions and work among military, civilian, and contracted services in
a cost effective, and balanced manner consistent with workload requirements, fund-
ing availability, and laws and regulations.

Question. If confirmed, how do you plan to address the issue of cost growth in
services contracting and ensure that the Department gets the most for its money
in this area?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue the efforts of the administration and the De-
partment to improve the visibility and accountability of contracted services by ex-
panding and refining the data we collect from contractors, as required by statute,
in order to compare it to our civilian and military workforce planning factors.

Question. U.S. military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have relied on con-
tractor support to a greater degree than previous U.S. military operations. Accord-
ing to widely published reports, the number of U.S. contractor employees in Iraq
and Afghanistan has often exceeded the number of U.S. military deployed in those
countries.

Do you believe that DOD has become too dependent on contractor support for
military operations?

Answer. At this time I don’t have enough information to make an assessment.
While many support functions for military operations are appropriate for contract
support, some are more closely associated with work that should be performed by
government employees (military or civilian), or other Federal agencies. I am aware
of recent recommendations made by the Commission on Wartime Contracting and
the GAO regarding such dependence and, if confirmed, I will support ongoing efforts
to implement those recommendations as appropriate.

Question. What risks do you see in the Department’s reliance on such contractor
suII){P)ort? What steps do you believe the Department should take to mitigate such
risk?

Answer. Reliance on contractor support can lead to operational risk if contractors
fail to perform or perform outside the scope of appropriately defined roles. Our expe-
riences in Iraq and Afghanistan have also shown that additional risk is introduced
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when there is poor government oversight, further increasing the potential for fraud,
waste, and abuse. We also know that government oversight is critical to ensure ap-
propriate contractor interaction with local communities.

If confirmed, I will support the Department’s ongoing efforts to minimize any
over-reliance on contractors and ensure the appropriate mix of military, civilian, and
contract personnel in theater. I will also review the Department’s progress in imple-
menting recommendations made by the Commission on Wartime Contracting, the
GAO, and the legislative mandates in the NDAA regarding operational contracting
requirements including considerations for contract support as part of the national
military strategy, the QDR, and the Chairman’s annual risk assessment.

Question. Do you believe the Department is appropriately organized and staffed
to effectively manage contractors on the battlefield?

Answer. I do not have enough information yet to make a full assessment of this
issue. However, I believe that investments made over the last few years in the De-
partment’s acquisition workforce, as well as the implementation of recommendations
made by the Commission on Wartime Contracting and the GAO, have vastly im-
proved the Department’s ability to effectively manage contractors on the battlefield.
If confirmed, I will continue to improve our capabilities in this critical area.

Question. What steps if any do you believe the Department should take to improve
its management of contractors on the battlefield?

Answer. At this time I don’t have enough information to identify specific steps or
actions necessary to improve management of contractors on the battlefield. If con-
firmed, I will work with the Chairman, the Joint Chiefs, the combatant com-
manders, and other Department leadership to ensure commanders in the field have
the necessary resources and access to information to effectively manage contract
support and mitigate against potential risks.

PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTORS

Question. Federal agencies including DOD have spent more than $5 billion for pri-
vate security contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan over the last decade. Over this
period, there have been numerous reports of abuses and questionable activities by
private security contractors in both countries.

Do you believe DOD and other Federal agencies should rely upon contractors to
perform security functions that may reasonably be expected to require the use of
deadly force in highly hazardous public areas in an area of combat operations?

Answer. I believe it may be appropriate to use private security contractors for spe-
cific security functions in contingency operations when they are limited by specific
rules for the use of force. Such functions include providing security for our military
bases in areas of operations and protecting supply convoys. Without a significant in-
crease in end strength and resources, the Department would not have the capacity
to take on all the missions private security contractors are able to fill. However, the
Department must provide proper guidance and supervision when using private secu-
rity contractors and must ensure they do not engage in combat operations. I cannot
comment on the use of private security contractors by other Federal agencies.

Question. In your view, has the U.S. reliance upon private security contractors to
perform such functions risked undermining our defense and foreign policy objectives
in Iraq and Afghanistan?

Answer. The use of private security contractors in support of contingency oper-
ations always requires careful oversight. The misapplication of the use of force by
private security contractors can undermine our strategic objectives. If confirmed, I
will ensure DOD has established policies and procedures to effectively manage pri-
vate security contractors to prevent actions that would be detrimental to our policy
objectives.

Question. Section 846 of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013 requires DOD to carry
out risk assessments and risk mitigation plans whenever it relies on contractors to
perform critical functions in support of OCOs.

What steps will you take, if confirmed, to implement the requirements of section
8467

Answer. I believe that contract support is an essential part of the total force and
will remain so in the future. In many cases contractors are absolutely vital. For ex-
ample transportation command heavily uses contractors to move personnel and
equipment. If confirmed, I will ensure that the DOD policy and operational guidance
addresses the requirements of section 846 and that proper risk assessments and
risk mitigation plans are conducted.

Question. What steps if any would you take, if confirmed, to ensure that any pri-
vate security contractors who may continue to operate in an area of combat oper-
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ations act in a responsible manner, consistent with U.S. defense and foreign policy
objectives?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure DOD has policies that effectively guide the op-
erations of private security contractors when they are used, and that we provide
proper oversight. We must also strive to ensure that all contractors, including pri-
vate security contractors, are appropriately legally accountable for their actions, and
that private security contractors that operate in an area of combat and contingency
operations act responsibly.

EFFICIENCY IN DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS

Question. The Joint Chiefs recently stated that, “we must be given the latitude
to enact the cost-saving reforms we need while eliminating the weapons and facili-
ties we do not need.”

In your view, what latitude must be given to the Joint Chiefs to enact cost-saving
reforms?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Joint Chiefs supported some hard choices
that were made in the fiscal year 2013 President’s budget in order to achieve the
savings required to sustain the new defense strategy. The Joint Chiefs need Con-
gress to provide them the latitude to implement those changes and allow them to
execute the new strategy. I also understand that it is now a zero sum game. If the
Department is not able to implement the changes proposed, other offsets must be
made, while still preserving warfighting capability.

Question. If confirmed, how would you work with the Joint Chiefs to eliminate
unneeded weapons?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to the opportunity to sit down with the Joint
Chiefs and to work together to thoroughly review, identify, and eliminate any effort
that is outdated or no longer needed by the Department.

Question. Do you support the administration’s request for the authority to conduct
two rounds of Bases Realignments and Closures (BRAC) to eliminate unneeded fa-
cilities?

Answer. I understand that the administration’s proposal for two rounds of BRAC
was not accepted by Congress. However, I also think any prudent manager has to
look at all options when faced with significant budget pressures. As with industry,
the Department should examine its infrastructure and eliminate excess. The BRAC
process is not perfect, but I believe BRAC is a fair and comprehensive way to right-
size the Department’s footprint, and is the best process identified to date. If con-
firmed, I would have to look at the need for BRAC in the future.

Question. If so, given the recent report by GAO of the excessive costs of the 2005
BRAC round, what would be your priorities in carrying out a round of BRAC?

Answer. It is my understanding that the 2005 BRAC round was an anomaly, the
only round conducted while the Department was growing. It focused on trans-
formation, jointness, and relocating forces from overseas. A future BRAC round is
more likely to be like the rounds in 1993 and 1995 where excess capacity was re-
duced.

ACQUISITION WORKFORCE

Question. Over the last 15 years, DOD has reduced the size of its acquisition
workforce by almost half, without undertaking any systematic planning or analysis
to ensure that it would have the specific skills and competencies needed to meet
DOD’s current and future needs. Since September 11, 2001, moreover, the demands
placed on that workforce have substantially increased. Section 852 of the NDAA for
Fiscal Year 2008 established an Acquisition Workforce Development Fund to help
DOD address shortcomings in its acquisition workforce. This requirement was re-
vised and updated by section 803 of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013.

Do you agree that the Department would be “penny-wise and pound foolish” to
try to save money by cutting corners on its acquisition workforce at the risk or los-
ing control over the hundreds of billions of dollars that it spends every year on the
acquisition of products and services?

Answer. Yes. It is imperative that DOD act as a good steward of the resources
entrusted to it by the American people. A properly qualified and sized acquisition
workforce is central to maintaining this stewardship and to ensuring that the De-
partment obtains as much value as possible for the money that it spends obtaining
products and services from contractors.

Question. Do you believe that the Acquisition Workforce Development Fund is
needed to ensure that DOD has the right number of employees with the right skills
to run its acquisition programs in the most cost effective manner for the taxpayers?
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Answer. I understand that the Acquisition Workforce Development Fund has pro-
vided funds necessary for strengthening the acquisition workforce with regard to
both its size and skills. I support this goal and, if confirmed, will work with Con-
gress to ensure that the Fund is used effectively to build the capability of the De-
partment’s acquisition workforce.

HUMAN CAPITAL PLANNING

Question. DOD faces a critical shortfall in key areas of its civilian workforce, in-
cluding the management of acquisition programs, information technology systems
and financial management, and senior DOD officials have expressed alarm at the
extent of the Department’s reliance on contractors in these areas. Section 115b of
title 10, U.S.C., requires the Department to develop a strategic workforce plan to
shape and improve its civilian employee workforce.

Would you agree that the Departments human capital, including its civilian work-
force, is critical to the accomplishment of its national security mission?

Answer. Yes. I agree. The civilian workforce performs key enabling functions for
the military, such as critical training and preparation to ensure readiness, equip-
ment reset and modernization. Civilians also provide medical care, family support,
and base operating services—all vital to supporting our men and women in uniform.

Question. Do you share the concern expressed by others about the extent of the
Departments reliance on contractors in critical areas such as the management of ac-
quisition programs, information technology and financial management?

Answer. Yes. We must ensure that we have a properly sized, and highly capable,
civilian workforce that maintains critical skills and prevents an overreliance on con-
tracted services. If confirmed, I will support the administration’s focus on reducing
inappropriate or excessive reliance on contracted support.

Question. If confirmed, will you ensure that the Department undertakes necessary
human capital planning to ensure that its civilian workforce is prepared to meet the
challenges of the coming decades?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will ensure departmental human capital planning
employs strategies for recruitment, development, and retention of a mission-ready
civilian workforce.

Question. Section 955 of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013 requires a 5-percent re-
duction in anticipated funding levels for the civilian personnel workforce and the
service contractor workforce of DOD, subject to certain exclusions.

What impact do you expect the implementation of section 955 to have on the pro-
grams and operations of DOD?

Answer. I do not have enough information at this time to speak to potential im-
pact. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department’s implementation of section
955, both in the civilian and contracted support workforces, is done in a manner
that best mitigates risk to programs and operations, while maintaining core capa-
bilities and support to our warfighters and their families.

Question. What steps will you take, if confirmed, to ensure that section 955 is im-
plemented in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of section 129a of
title 10, U.S.C., for determining the most appropriate and cost-efficient mix of mili-
tary, civilian and service contractor personnel to perform DOD missions?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure implementation of section 955 recognizes that
the sourcing of work among military (both Active and Reserve components), civilian,
and contracted services must be consistent with requirements, funding availability,
and applicable laws.

Question. What processes will you put in place, if confirmed, to ensure that the
Department implements a sound planning process for carrying out the requirements
of section 955, including the implementation of the exclusion authority in section
955(c)?

Answer. If confirmed, I will review the current processes the Department has for
workforce determinations, along with existing management structures and tools. I
do not currently have enough information regarding possible specific exclusions, but
will ensure that the workforces of the Department are sized to perform the functions
and activities necessary to achieve the missions of the Department.

TEST AND EVALUATION

Question. If confirmed, will you make it a priority to ensure that the Department
as a whole and each of the Services specifically maintains its testing organizations,
infrastructure, and budgets at levels adequate to address both our current and fu-
ture acquisition needs?
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Answer. Yes. Test and evaluation is a critical element of our acquisition system,
that providing the measured and objective insight into a system’s performance that
is essential to making sound programmatic decisions.

Question. A natural tension exists between major program objectives to reduce
cost and schedule and the test and evaluation objective to ensure performance meets
specifications and requirements. What is your assessment of the appropriate bal-
ance between the desire to reduce acquisition cycle times and the need to perform
adequate testing?

Answer. Test and evaluation provides acquisition decisionmakers with accurate
and objective information on system performance necessary to inform critical acqui-
sition decisions. My view is that we should generally not gamble on the performance
of a weapons system when a reasonable amount of testing will significantly reduce
the risk of redesign or major changes after production has been started. If con-
firmed, I will closely monitor the balance between reducing acquisition cycle time
and conducting adequate testing to ensure warfighters receive affordable, operation-
ally effective, and suitable systems when they need them.

Question. Under what circumstances, if any, do you believe we should procure
weapon systems and equipment that has not been demonstrated through test and
evaluation to be operationally effective, suitable, and survivable?

Answer. I understand that test and evaluation plays a critical role in product de-
velopment and fielding. I believe that there are only a limited number of cases
where it might be necessary to field a system prior to operational testing—for exam-
ple, to address an urgent gap in a critical operational capability in an ongoing or
imminent conflict. Even when fielding is accelerated to meet an urgent need, appli-
cable statutes governing the test process must be complied with. There must be
some level of testing to ensure basic operational performance and the safety of the
system and to evaluate the system’s capabilities and limitations to identify any defi-
ciencies that might need to be corrected.

Question. Congress established the position of Director of Operational Test and
Evaluation to serve as an independent voice on matters relating to operational test-
ing of weapons systems. As established, the Director has a unique and direct rela-
tionship with Congress, consistent with the statutory independence of the office.

Do you support the continued ability of the Director of Operational Test and Eval-
uation’s to speak freely and independently with Congress?

Answer. Yes.

FUNDING FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY (S&T) INVESTMENTS AND WORKFORCE

Question. In his State of the Union speech in 2010, the President said that “main-
taining our leadership in science and technology is crucial to America’s success.”
The DOD budget submissions for fiscal years 2012 and 2013 supported continued
investment in science and technology, despite the significant budget pressure.

Do you support maintaining growth in the DOD’s S&T investments?

Answer. I understand and appreciate the importance of government investment
in science and technology in the area of national security. Maintaining technological
superiority against current and projected adversaries underpins our National Secu-
rity Strategy and it is only through this investment that we can sustain this critical
edge. I fully support the President’s commitment to science and technology, and if
f)or(liﬁrmed, I will work to support science and technology investments in our defense

udget.

Question. How will you assess whether the science and technology investment
portfolio is adequate to meet the current and future needs of the Department?

Answer. If confirmed, I anticipate conducting reviews of the Department’s current
science and technology investment strategy, in the context of the Department’s pri-
orities and capability needs. I also acknowledge the necessity of maintaining a
strong technology base.

Question. Well over half of all graduates of U.S. universities with advanced de-
grees in science and technology are non-U.S. citizens. Due to a variety of reasons,
many return to their home countries where they contribute to competing against the
United States in technology advancement.

What is your view on steps that the Department should take, if any, to ensure
that DOD and the defense industrial base are able to recruit and retain scientists
and engineers from this talent pool?

Answer. In order to maintain our technology superiority, it is essential for the De-
partment to attract the best and brightest minds. The President made clear in his
recent inaugural address that including bright students and engineers from abroad
in America’s workforce is an imperative for our future. If confirmed, I will work
within the Department and the administration to find ways in which the Depart-
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ment could enhance its skilled workforce, to include its scientific and engineering
segments, by drawing upon a broad talent pool and by seeking to recruit and retain
the best possible individuals, within the construct of national security requirements.

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

Question. The latest QDR addressed the need for strengthening the defense indus-
trial base. Specifically, it said: “America’s security and prosperity are increasingly
linked with the health of our technology and industrial bases. In order to maintain
our strategic advantage well into the future, the Department requires a consistent,
realistic, and long-term strategy for shaping the structure and capabilities of the de-
fense technology and industrial bases—a strategy that better accounts for the rapid
evolution of commercial technology, as well as the unique requirements of ongoing
conflicts.”

What is your understanding and assessment of the current state of the U.S. de-
fense industry?

Answer. I understand the Department relies on a broadened technical and indus-
trial base that is now far more global, commercial, and financially complex than
ever before. For the past decade the defense industrial base has enjoyed a period
of increasing budgets that is now at an end. While I think our industrial base is
currently strong, I am concerned about the impact that further defense budget cuts
would have on the ability of the base to provide the broad range of products and
services that the Department and our Nation need. If confirmed, the continuing
health of the industrial base will be a high priority for me.

Question. Do you support further consolidation of the U.S. defense industry?

Answer. Expansion and consolidation of industries and companies is the hallmark
of a robust free market economy as it responds to the market forces. I expect, and
encourage, the free market to act when faced with changing demands. However, I
believe the Government must also be watchful for consolidations that eliminate com-
petition or cause market distortions. At the end of the Cold War there was a major
consolidation at the top tier of defense businesses. My understanding is that the De-
partment’s leadership have indicated that further consolidation at the top tier would
not be viewed favorably. I have not studied this in detail; however, my initial as-
sessment is that this is the correct view. I also believe that each individual case
of consolidation, acquisition, or merger dealing with our defense firms must be ex-
amined carefully for what is best for the warfighter and the taxpayer, particularly
with regard to its impact on competition.

Question. What is your position on foreign investment in the U.S. defense sector?

Answer. Foreign investment has generally benefitted the United States, including
DOD, by providing needed capital and increasing access to leading-edge tech-
nologies. However, I believe foreign investment in the defense sector can also expose
critical national defense-related technologies to risks, including loss of the intellec-
tual property that gives our military personnel the technological edge they rely
upon. Congress has put provisions in place to address critical national security con-
cerns of this nature, including the Committee on Foreign Interests in the United
States led by the Department of the Treasury. If confirmed, I will continue DOD’s
commitment to its oversight function and to ensuring that national security con-
cerns are addressed in transactions that involve foreign investments in the United
States, including investments in the defense sector.

Question. If confirmed, what steps if any do you believe DOD should take to most
effectively and efficiently manage risk and ensure the continued health of the U.S.
defense industrial base?

Answer. If confirmed, I would seek to ensure the sources of manufacturing and
services in the industrial base that the Department relies on are capable of meeting
our warfighters’ requirements. I will ensure that the Department proactively mon-
itors the base to identify any risks that need to be addressed. When necessary and
as resources permit, the Department should be prepared to act to ensure that key
industrial capabilities are sustained, although, unfortunately, this will not be pos-
sible in every case. I will also make myself accessible to the best source of informa-
tion on the industry’s concerns—industry itself. This means working closely and
communicating with private industry to ensure that, as the Department makes
changes necessary to adapt to a new set of strategic and budgetary challenges, it
does not inadvertently jeopardize critical elements of the industrial base. I believe
the Department must simultaneously be receptive to industry’s concerns and ad-
dress their issues as effectively as possible, consistent with the Department’s prior-
ities and the resources available.
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RESET AND RECONSTITUTION FUNDING

Question. The Department has a substantial backlog of maintenance availabilities
due to the high tempo and demand of more than a decade of combat operations.
Senior DOD officials have testified that they will require 2 to 3 years of additional
funding to restore readiness through reset and reconstitution of their equipment
and personnel.

Do you agree with the assessment that the DOD will need 2 to 3 years of addi-
tional funding for reset and reconstitution?

Answer. I would need to review the facts behind the specific estimate of 2 to 3
years; however, I believe that it will require considerable time to repair equipment
returning from operations in Afghanistan because of the nature of the repairs and
difficulty of removing the equipment from theater.

Question. If confirmed, how will you balance maintenance and reset requirements
with fiscal realities and future risk in developing your budget request?

Answer. The goal of reset and reconstitution is to produce ready units with the
equipment they need for contingencies or current operations. Any further budget
cuts must be balanced against this need for ready units, and, if confirmed, I will
work with the services to prioritize the readiness of the units needed to implement
the President’s strategy.

OPERATIONAL ENERGY

Question. Last July, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Operational Energy
Plans and Programs published a policy that any alternative drop-in replacement
fuel procured for DOD-wide use and distribution within the Class III (Bulk) supply
chain must compete with petroleum products and any awards will be based on the
ability to meet requirements at the best value to the government, including cost.

What is your view of this policy?

Answer. I understand this policy to be a positive one. It is prudent for the Depart-
ment to engage in tests and demonstrations that confirm defense equipment can op-
erate on a range of fuels; however, as the Department allocates its limited resources
to ensure it delivers necessary warfighting capability, it should only buy large vol-
umes of these fuels when they are cost-competitive with petroleum products.

Question. What is your assessment of section 526 of the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007 and how it should apply to military operations of DOD?

Answer. My understanding is that section 526 has not restricted the Department
from purchasing whatever fuel it has needed to support military operations. Rather,
section 526 applies only to contracts that are for the express purpose of buying al-
ternative or synthetic fuel. As long as mission capability is not restricted, it is help-
ful to have this guidance that new fuels should not be any more polluting than fuels
produced from conventional petroleum sources.

Question. Considering the potential of further cuts to Defense budgets and the im-
portance of energy security, do you believe DOD should jointly invest with other
government agencies in the construction of a commercial biofuels refinery?

Answer. I understand the Department is in the early planning stages of such a
project, undertaken in partnership with the private sector and the Departments of
Energy and Agriculture, which have the lead roles for the Federal Government in
promoting biofuels. I have not reviewed this project; however, I believe the Nation’s
long-term energy security would benefit from a competitive, domestic renewable
fuels industry—the Department has a long history of contributing to national inno-
vation by innovating to meet the defense mission. As a major consumer of liquid
fuels, the Department would benefit from that industry as well. That said, I am not
yet in a position to comment on the trade-offs between the value of this investment
and the other priorities of the Department. Given the Department’s funding con-
straints, I would, if confirmed, examine the value of this investment carefully before
authorizing it to proceed.

Question. If confirmed, what priorities would you establish for Defense invest-
ments in energy technologies?

Answer. My broad priorities for defense energy investments will be those that: in-
crease military capabilities, provide more mission success, and lower total cost. If
confirmed, I will focus on both operational effectiveness and efficiency—improving
the energy performance of aircraft, ships, ground vehicles, and military bases; re-
ducing the vulnerability of our fuel supply lines; lowering the load our expeditionary
forces must carry; and diversifying the energy supplies we use.
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LAW OF THE SEA CONVENTION

Question. The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea is pending con-
sideration in the U.S. Senate.

What is your view on whether or not the United States should join the Law of
the Sea convention?

Answer. I strongly support U.S. accession to the Law of the Sea Convention. Rati-
fication would allow the United States to take its rightful place and enjoy the bene-
fits and protections of this treaty.

Question. How would being a party to the Law of the Sea convention help or
hinder the United States’ security posture?

Answer. Becoming a party to the Law of the Sea Convention would enhance the
U.S. security posture around the globe in several significant ways. First and fore-
most, accession would enable the United States to reinforce all of the rights, free-
doms, and uses of the sea codified in the Convention, including the navigational and
over-flight rights that are critical to the global mobility of U.S. forces as well as the
right to submit extended continental shelf claims that would help us preserve the
rights to potential resources. Additionally, accession would help the United States
to promote a common rules-based approach among other nations to peacefully re-
solve their territorial and maritime disputes, particularly in East Asia. Further, ac-
cession would add to the Department’s credibility in a large number of Asia-focused
multilateral venues where Law of the Sea matters are discussed. Lastly, accession
would reassure some nations who have expressed concerns of the legality of coopera-
tive security efforts that United States supports, such as the Proliferation Security
Initiative. The United States has longstanding interests in freedom of the seas and
respect for international law, and our accession to the Convention would further
demonstrate our commitment to those national interests.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of Congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as Secretary
of Defense?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings, and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree to provide documents, including copies of electronic forms
of communication, in a timely manner when requested by a duly constituted com-
mittee, or to consult with the committee regarding the basis for any good faith delay
or denial in providing such documents?

Answer. Yes.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN
U.S.-ARMENIAN DEFENSE RELATIONSHIP

1. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, what is your assessment of the U.S.-Armenia de-
fensehre})ationship, and what steps, if any, would you take to strengthen that rela-
tionship?

Mr. HAGEL. The U.S.-Armenia defense relationship is sound. As with all relation-
ships, there is room to grow and areas where we can strengthen our cooperation
and partnership. That growth will be based on shared interests and willingness to
cooperate, available resources, and capacity to absorb new capabilities and missions.

If confirmed, I would continue to engage Armenian leaders to strengthen existing
areas of engagement and identify new areas of cooperation that support Armenia’s
defense reforms, especially its peacekeeping brigade, and continue its ability to de-
ploy in coalition operations. I would look for the United States to be Armenia’s part-
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ner of choice and help Armenia’s defense establishment contribute to regional secu-
rity and stability.

NUCLEAR TRIAD

2. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, the Global Zero report provides an illustrative exam-
ple of a future alternative nuclear policy and force structure in the 2022 timeframe
that would eliminate, through negotiated international agreements, our land-based
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) as a means to reduce the size of our nu-
clear forces consistent with our obligations under Article VI of the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Do agree with General Kehler, the Commander of U.S. Strategic Command and
with the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) that at the present time, the triad of
strategic nuclear forces continues to serve U.S. national security interests?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I agree that the NPR’s recommendation remains the right one
at the present time. I believe that the triad’s mix of ICBMs, submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and nuclear-capable heavy bombers continues to support
U.S. national security interests under New START limits.

MALIGN TIRANIAN INFLUENCE

3. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, Iran supports proxies in Lebanon, Yemen, Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, Bahrain, and the Western Hemisphere. In your view, what is the impact
of Iran’s activities in places such as Lebanon, Yemen, Iraq, Afghanistan, Bahrain,
and the Western Hemisphere?

Mr. HAGEL. Iranian support for proxy groups and terrorist activities in the Middle
East region and in places around the world constitutes a serious threat not only for
the stability of our partners and allies who are directly impacted by these activities,
but also for U.S. interests. In short, Iran’s activities are malevolent and intended
to be destabilizing. If confirmed, I intend to focus intently on countering Iran’s ma-
lign influence—including preventing Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon.

4. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, in your view, what role—if any—should the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) play in countering malign Iranian influence in the Middle
East?

Mr. HAGEL. In my view, DOD could help to counter Iranian malign activities in
at least three ways. First, the Department should support diplomatic and intel-
ligence efforts to inhibit the activities of Iranian proxy and terrorist groups. Second,
the Department can leverage its presence in the region to deter and, when directed
by the President, disrupt Iranian malign activities. Third, the Department could le-
verage its extensive security cooperation relationships with countries in the Middle
East and around the world to partner in countering Iranian destabilizing activities.

SYRIA

5. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, the civil war in Syria continues and President
Assad’s commitment to continuing his regime’s ongoing operations appears unwav-
ering—despite broad international condemnation. You have indicated that you share
the Obama administration’s position that Assad must go. In your view, what is the
most effective way to bring about the end of the Assad regime?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that a political transition should remain our goal. The best
way to weaken the Assad regime at this time is through political, diplomatic and
economic pressure, as well as assisting the unarmed opposition. If confirmed, I will
support the President’s ongoing reassessment of the continuously changing condi-
tions on the ground in Syria to determine what additional steps may be appropriate.

6. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, what is your assessment of the composition and in-
tentions of the Syrian opposition?

Mr. HAGEL. Based on my observations, the opposition is made up largely of Syr-
ians wanting to free themselves from a repressive ruler. An important exception is
the Al Nusrah Front, which the State Department has listed as an alias of al Qaeda
in Iraq. In my view, the United States should continue to encourage the Syrian Op-
position Council to pursue an approach that isolates extremist elements but is inclu-
sive of a broad range of communities inside Syria, and I will continue this policy
if confirmed.
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7. Senator LEVIN. Mr. Hagel, are the opposition’s motivations consistent with U.S.
interests in the region?

Mr. HAGEL. In Syria, the opposition is made up of disparate groups with varying
interests and values. I believe that the Syrian Opposition Council’s fundamental mo-
tivation to end Assad’s rule is consistent with U.S. interests. U.S. efforts in Syria
should aim to partner with those groups that share U.S. interests and values, and
isolate those groups—such as the Al Nusrah Front—which do not.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JACK REED
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE

8. Senator REED. Mr. Hagel, could you please provide clarification of your views
on the Armenian genocide?

Mr. HAGEL. As President Obama has emphasized in his April 24th Remembrance
Day statements, the achievement of a full, frank, and just acknowledgement of the
facts of what occurred in 1915 is in all of our interests. I further concur with the
President that the best way to advance that goal is for the Armenian and Turkish
people to address the facts of the past as a part of their efforts to move forward.
If confirmed, I would continue to strongly support the State Department’s efforts to
work with Armenia and Turkey to normalize relations so they can forge relation-
ships that are peaceful, productive, and prosperous.

GLOBAL ZERO REPORT

9. Senator REED. Mr. Hagel, there have been a number of questions raised about
the Global Zero report on U.S. nuclear policy and force structure. I want to make
sure we understand the context of that report. Is it correct that the report provides
an illustrative alternative nuclear policy and force structure 10 years in the future—
as an example of how we could continue to reduce our reliance on and the number
of nuclear forces, in line with our future security requirements?

Mr. HAGEL. In the Global Zero report we took a longer-term view of what might
be possible under different circumstances. The policy and force structure it provided
was indeed illustrative in nature. The study group’s analysis was intended to pro-
vide a stimulus to national debate about how many nuclear weapons may be enough
in the future, and to illustrate a possible pathway forward.

10. Senator REED. Mr. Hagel, is it correct that the illustrative reductions envi-
sioned would be made through bilateral and multilateral negotiated arms control
agreements?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I agree with the administration’s view, as stated in the 2010
NPR, that large disparities in nuclear capabilities on either the United States or
the Russian side could raise concerns and could hinder our pursuit of a stable, long-
term U.S.-Russian relationship. Therefore, I agree that further reductions should be
negotiated bilaterally or, if appropriate, multilaterally.

11. Senator REED. Mr. Hagel, is it correct that pursuing additional reductions to
our nuclear forces, beyond the limits established in the New Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty (START), is consistent with our obligations under Article VI of the NPT,
and with the findings and conclusions of the April 2010 NPR?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, I believe that pursuing negotiated reductions below New START
levels would be consistent with both Article VI of the NPT and with the conclusions
of the 2010 NPR.

12. Senator REED. Mr. Hagel, is it correct that the illustrative example of an alter-
native U.S. nuclear policy and force structure in the next decade would be consistent
with maintaining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent force?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BILL NELSON
STRATEGIC DISPERSAL

13. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, our Nation must recognize the spectrum of
threats that confront us daily, and position our assets accordingly. Pearl Harbor
taught us assets and resources should not be concentrated in one place. Dispersing
our capital ships is in our best national security interest and specifically, dispersing
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the East Coast carrier fleet is a national security priority. One needs to only look
at the Pacific Fleet to see an excellent example of strategic dispersal. The Navy has
stationed its Pacific Fleet at four different homeports—San Diego, CA; Bremerton,
WA, Everett, WA; and Japan, but has been slow to accomplish the same thing with
our Atlantic Fleet. The military decision to disperse the fleet has been studied, and
restudied. Admiral after admiral, secretary after secretary, have all testified keep-
ing a second Atlantic homeport is essential to national security. In addition, the
2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) clearly states, “To mitigate the risk of a
terrorist attack, accident, or natural disaster, the U.S. Navy will homeport an East
Coast carrier in Mayport, Florida.”

Moving a carrier from Norfolk, VA, to Mayport is a cost-effective national security
objective. As Secretary of Defense, will you maintain the DOD’s support for moving
a carrier from Norfolk to Mayport and, as your predecessors have done, will you en-
sure strategic dispersal is again added as an objective in the 2014 QDR?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that our country faces a spectrum of threats and concur that
strategic dispersal is a critical element in reducing risk and providing strategic flexi-
bility in the event of natural disaster, manmade calamity or attack by a foreign na-
tion or terrorists. If confirmed, I will look at strategic dispersal as a means of ensur-
ing we address strategic risk to our national security objectives. I support the De-
partment’s efforts to continue to prepare Mayport for carrier access.

14. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, will you support the addition of programmed
funds in the next President’s budget to do so?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will ensure future budgets and the upcoming QDR
evaluate all options to maximize our strategic objectives, including strategic dis-
persal of our carriers on the east coast.

EXCESS CAPACITY IN OVERSEAS MILITARY INSTALLATIONS

15. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, the value of having a forward footprint with our
men and women stationed abroad, as well as the cooperation it breeds with our al-
lies, is critical to our national security. However, I am concerned about the excess
capacity of U.S. military bases in overseas locations and the drain of our taxpayers
dollars to maintain these installations. I believe this excess capacity and the poten-
tial for savings needs to be addressed before we begin to close or realign domestic
installations. Please share your thoughts on this issue.

Mr. HAGEL. A prudent manager has to look at all options when faced with signifi-
cant budget pressure. That includes reviewing options for consolidation overseas—
particularly in Europe, where the Department is reducing force structure and there
are clear opportunities to reduce supporting infrastructure. The Department should
begin this review immediately, as specific legislation is not required to consider base
closures overseas. However, this should not preclude the Department from taking
simultaneous action to realize infrastructure savings at domestic installations.
Given the size of the cuts the Department is facing, it is unrealistic to expect to
achieve all necessary savings by looking only at overseas infrastructure.

MORATORIUM ON DRILLING IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

16. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, in 2006, you cosponsored the Gulf of Mexico En-
ergy Security Act to restrict leasing in areas of the eastern Gulf of Mexico within
125 miles of Florida, including areas in the Gulf of Mexico east of the military mis-
sion line. Previous Secretaries of Defense (Rumsfield, Gates) supported a morato-
rium on drilling east of the military mission line. These training ranges are vital
for our fifth generation air superiority assets—F-22, F-35—as well as providing an
area for the critical testing of the weaponry on various airframes. As Secretary of
Defense, will you maintain this vital military test and training area?

Mr. HAGEL. My understanding is that the Department conducted analysis in 2010
that identified some parts of this region where drilling would not interfere with
military activities if the drilling activities are significantly constrained—for exam-
ple, in some regions, drilling was deemed compatible if the structures were sub-
surface. If confirmed, I will review this analysis and ensure the Department does
not put critical military test and training capabilities at risk.

AFGHANISTAN DRAWDOWN

17. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, President Obama plans to withdraw combat
forces from Afghanistan by 2014. The U.S. and North Atlantic Treaty Organization
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(NATO) allies are transitioning from fighting to training and advising the Afghan
security forces, and during his recent meeting with President Karzai, President
Obama signaled the transition to Afghan security forces may be accelerated. What
footprint should the U.S. and NATO allies have after 2014?

Mr. HAGEL. The President has stated, and I agree, that the scope of the inter-
national mission in Afghanistan after 2014 should focus on two primary objectives:
first, to deny safe haven to al Qaeda and its affiliates; and second, to train, advise,
and assist the Afghan forces so they can maintain their own security. This mission
shift is consistent with what was agreed upon by the United States, NATO allies,
and ISAF and Afghan partners at the Chicago NATO Summit last year and also
with our long-term Strategic Partnership Agreement with the Afghan Government,
signed May 1, 2012. I understand that the President is considering a range of op-
tions provided by his military commanders and national security team. I have not
been a part of those discussions, but, if confirmed, I will work to ensure that the
appropriate resources and capabilities are made available for the post-2014 mission.

18. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, how will the Afghanistan Government afford to
maintain their military operations?

Mr. HAGEL. At the 2012 NATO Summit in Chicago, the United States, NATO al-
lies, and other international partners pledged to provide significant financial assist-
ance after 2014 to help maintain the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF). The
Afghan Government also pledged to provide at least $500 million a year for the
ANSF beginning in 2015, and to increase this amount over time as its economy
grows. The international donor community has also pledged its support to Afghani-
stan’s continued economic and social development after 2014 through commitments
made at the 2012 Tokyo conference, including pledges for $16 billion in civilian aid
over 4 years. With this support, as Afghanistan’s economy grows and its revenues
increase, Afghanistan will increasingly be able to take responsibility for future secu-
rity costs. Further, it is my understanding that DOD is working closely with the
Afghan Government to ensure that the force we are building and developing is a
sustainable one. If confirmed, I will continue to work closely with the Afghan Gov-
ernment to ensure that the ANSF is sustainable within available resources.

CAMP LEJEUNE WATER CONTAMINATION

19. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, Florida has 16,000 veterans and civilians in the
Camp Lejeune water contamination registry, second only to North Carolina. The
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) is completing studies
designed to determine the size and scope of water contamination at Camp Lejeune.
In January, ATSDR released the preliminary results of a drinking water study,
which shows the following:

e Housing complex drinking water was contaminated with dry cleaning sol-
vents from 1957 to 1987 above the current Environmental Protection Agen-
cy (EPA) limits.

e Separate housing areas were contaminated with organic compounds (from
1 million gallons of spilled gasoline) from 1953 to 1985 above the current
EPA limits.

Recent ATSDR findings show drinking water contamination at Camp Lejeune
from 1953 through 1987. Although the U.S. Navy Bureau of Medicine had estab-
lished Navy drinking water standards during this time period, DOD continues to
state that no standards existed. As Secretary of Defense, will you ensure that these
misleading statements from the Navy and Marine Corps receive the proper over-
sight from you?

Mr. HAGEL. The health and well-being of our servicemembers, their families, and
civilian employees is of the utmost importance to me. If confirmed, I will be com-
mitted to finding answers to the many questions surrounding the historic water
quality issue at Camp Lejeune and ensuring appropriate oversight of these efforts.
Working with the leaders of the Navy and Marine Corps, I will engage the proper
experts and review all the facts pertaining to the Bureau of Medicine Instruction
to which you refer, ensuring that accurate information is provided to all who believe
they may have been exposed to contaminated water at Camp Lejeune. The Depart-
ment will continue to understand the meaning of ongoing scientific efforts and pro-
vide comprehensive science-based answers to our servicemembers, their families,
and civilian employees.

I applaud Congress’ efforts to support families through the passage of the Hon-
oring America’s Veterans and Caring for Camp Lejeune Families Act of 2012 and
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I pledge to support the Department of Veterans Affairs efforts to properly imple-
ment the legislation.

AIR FORCE OVERSIGHT

20. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, the Air Force recently released two major deci-
sions which affected Florida: the Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) reorganiza-
tion and the KC-46 basing selection. We believe there is room for improvement in
regards to the Air Force routing and seeking validation through the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) on these very important decisions.

In regards to the KC—46 basing decision and the analysis to determine future re-
quirements, the level of engagement and coordination between the Air Force and
Combatant Commands (COCOM), as well as OSD validation of the Air Force deci-
sion, requires additional attention.

On December 18, 2012, in section 2814 of the National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2013, the Air Force was directed to submit a report and in-
clude the efficiencies and effectiveness associated with the AFMC reorganization, as
well as the extent to which the proposed changes were coordinated with OSD.

Critical decisions of a strategic nature need to be properly coordinated with the
COCOMs. As Secretary of Defense, how will you direct your staff to ensure the Air
Force seeks OSD validation prior to releasing decisions such as these?

Mr. HAGEL. It is my understanding that each Service has a decisionmaking meth-
odology and process for managing its operations, organizational structure, and bas-
ing decisions. OSD oversees these efforts, which involve key stakeholders including
the COCOM. For reorganization decisions such as these, I think it is important that
the Secretary of Defense allow the Military Departments the latitude to make pro-
posals to streamline management functions while also preserving core capabilities.
OSD oversight of this process ensures that affected stakeholders have the oppor-
tunity to provide their perspective on the implications of proposed changes. If con-
firmed, I will ensure my staff and the combatant commands continue to appro-
priately examine the Air Force approach to basing decisions.

TAIWAN RELATIONS ACT

21. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, the 1979 Taiwan Relations Act and the Six As-
surances of 1982 have contributed to the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific re-
gion for the past 3 decades. With the military balance—including air superiority—
gradually shifting in China’s favor, what are your plans to implement the security
commitment the United States has for Taiwan under this framework?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that the Taiwan Relations Act has contributed to peace and
stability in the region for over 30 years. In my view, the increasing complexity and
sophistication of the military threat to Taiwan from China means that Taiwan must
devote greater attention to asymmetric concepts and innovative technologies to
maximize Taiwan’s strengths and advantages. If confirmed, I would work closely
with Congress, throughout DOD, and with our interagency partners to ensure the
continued effective implementation of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan
Relations Act.

22. Senator NELSON. Mr. Hagel, as Taiwan is likely to retire some of its older
fighter aircraft in the next 5 to 10 years, do you believe that sales of advanced air-
craft are a next step in this commitment?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I would work closely with Congress, throughout DOD
and with our interagency partners to ensure the continued effective implementation
of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan Relations Act. If confirmed, I will look
at what specific capabilities will help Taiwan meet its self-defense needs in light of
the security situation in the Taiwan Strait and the evolving military capabilities on
the mainland.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CLAIRE MCCASKILL
CONTRACTING REFORM

23. Senator MCCASKILL. Mr. Hagel, in 2011, in its final report to Congress, the
Commission on Wartime Contracting found that as much as $60 billion, roughly $12
million “every day for the past 10 years,” was lost to waste or fraud through con-
tracts in Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition to the financial costs, the Commission
found that poor planning, management, and oversight of contracts damaged the
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United States’ strategic and diplomatic objectives overseas. Building on the Commis-
sion’s recommendations, last year I offered legislation, along with our former Senate
colleague, Jim Webb, to reform wartime contracting practices within DOD, the De-
partment of State, and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID).
Major provisions of this legislation were signed into law as part of the NDAA for
Fiscal Year 2013.

Section 843 of the new law requires the Secretary to establish a chain of authority
and responsibility for policy, planning, and execution of operational contract sup-
port. Do I have your commitment to direct the needed resources to look at our over-
reliance on contractors and our loss of core capabilities in certain areas and to re-
port back to me on the responsibilities you lay out after this review?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. If confirmed, you have my commitment to look at the Depart-
ment’s reliance on the use of contractors in contingency operations and to assess
what core capabilities should be retained in DOD.

24. Senator MCCASKILL. Mr. Hagel, section 846 requires the Secretary of Defense
to conduct a risk assessment of certain types of contracting, including not only pri-
vate security contractors, but also contracts for training, intelligence, and a host of
other problem areas. You have your pick of poster child case studies in Iraq and
Afghanistan to know this is a problem. DOD does not operate in a vacuum in war-
time. Do I have your commitment to work with the State Department and USAID,
who are also subject to this provision, and to conduct this assessment based not just
on whether you are legally entitled to contract something out, but on whether it
makes sense in the long term, for both our military mission and our own future ca-
pabilities to do so?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. If confirmed, I will work with State Department and USAID in
conducting the required risk assessment of contingency contracting from not just a
legal perspective but also from the perspective of our long-term capability needs.

F/A-18

25. Senator MCCASKILL. Mr. Hagel, the F/A-18 program has been a model acqui-
sition program, and continues to deliver Super Hornets on-time and on-schedule at
less than half the cost of an F-35. The fact is, the Super Hornet is an aircraft that
has performed superbly in virtually every combat operation and delivers nearly all
of the capability.

As the F-35 program continues to slip, we are nearing the end of the production
line for the Super Hornet, which is currently scheduled to shut down in 2014. I am
concerned that the United States could be left with a gap in the defense industrial
bases’ ability to produce strike fighters and eliminates DOD’s ability to rely on the
F/A-18 lines to manage future F-35 cost, performance, and schedule risks. As Sec-
retary of Defense, how would you address this gap?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will assess the strike fighter capability mix, the
progress of the F-35, and the state of the F/A-18 production line to determine if
a gap exists and evaluate the options to address it for feasibility and affordability.

26. Senator McCASKILL. Mr. Hagel, international sales of the F/A-18 could help
mitigate the risk of the closing of domestic strike fighter production line that can
address our own strike fighter shortfall. Will you ensure that DOD actively supports
international sales of the F/A-18?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department actively supports foreign
military sales of U.S. defense products including the F-18.

SEXUAL ASSAULT

27. Senator MCCASKILL. Mr. Hagel, DOD under Secretary Panetta’s leadership
has implemented a number of initiatives to try to curb sexual assaults in the mili-
tary—a problem he has stated could be six times greater than reported—and we
have seen both military and civilian leaders acknowledge that sexual assault is a
problem that affects the recruitment, retention, and readiness of our armed forces.
This committee has taken up the issue of sexual violence in the military and has
implemented some reforms in the NDAA, most recently in fiscal year 2013.

We have seen some promising programs developed by the Services, as well. You
mentioned in one of your responses to the advance policy questions that you look
forward to hearing about the outcome of the Air Force’s pilot program that assigns
an attorney to each victim of sexual assault who requests one to represent them
through the process. I have been impressed by the training for special investigators
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going on at the Army’s Military Police School at Fort Leonard Wood in Missouri.
This course has been recognized as the “gold standard” for special investigator train-
ing, which both DOD and Congress have encouraged the other Services to follow.

As a former prosecutor, I understand how critically important the investigation
process is to the outcome of sexual assault cases. The investigation process is also
key for victims, as victims may feel more comfortable coming forward to report their
cases if they have confidence that the military justice system is working and that
perpetrators will be brought to justice.

While I recognize each of the Military Services have a unique history and culture,
that should not be an excuse for refusing to adopt best practices to combat a prob-
lem they all share. Will you push the Services to adopt best practices in their efforts
to combat sexual assault?

Mr. HAGEL. It is my understanding that the Services are sharing information
about their processes and working to adopt these best practices across the Services.
If confirmed, I will work to continue and expand this important effort.

28. Senator MCCASKILL. Mr. Hagel, will you review whether the Services have
dong} enough, in your view, to address the problem of sexual assault within the mili-
tary?

Mr. HAGEL. Sexual assault is a horrible crime and cannot be tolerated, ignored,
or condoned in DOD. If confirmed, I will be fully committed to combating this crime
and determined in reducing the instance of sexual assault, with a goal of elimi-
nating it from the military.

I know that the over the past year, the Department has developed and imple-
mented several new policies and procedures to prevent the crime of sexual assault,
support victims, strengthen investigations, and hold offenders appropriately ac-
countable. I also know that these efforts are not enough.

The Department must continue its multi-discplinary approach in combatting sex-
ual assault. Prevention efforts are important, so that the crimes do not happen in
the first place. These efforts must ensure that every servicemember, from top to bot-
tom in our military ranks, knows that dignity and respect are core values we must
all live by.

But accountability is key and people who violate the standards of acceptable be-
havior must be held appropriately accountable for their actions. I believe a positive
first step was elevating the initial disposition of the most serious sexual assault
cases to the level of colonel or Navy captain, or higher. Military commanders are
essential to making sexual assault prevention and response efforts successful.

I look forward to learning more about the Department’s ongoing program to de-
velop Special Victims Capabilities across each of the Services, a program legislated
in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, and which is under development in the Depart-
ment in the form of special training and standardized procedures for investigators,
prosecutors, paralegals, and victim witness liaisons. This program’s objective is to
enhance the quality of investigations and accountability in sexual assault cases and
I fully support it.

I also look forward to hearing more about the impact of the Air Force’s pilot pro-
gram, implemented in January, which assigns an attorney to a victim of sexual as-
sault who requests one to represent them. I believe this could be a very good way
to improve accountability. It will improve victim confidence and increase the num-
ber of victims who are willing to report; thereby increasing the number of cases that
can be investigated and the number of cases in which offenders can be held appro-
priately accountable.

If confirmed, I will be resolute in advancing the Department’s prevention, inves-
tigation, accountability, victim support and assessment programs in order that we
address the problem of sexual assault in a persistent, comprehensive, and effective
manner.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MARK UDALL
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PROGRAMS

29. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, do you believe that the U.S. military’s dependence
on foreign oil represents a national security risk?

Mr. HAGEL. I am concerned about the Nation’s dependence on foreign oil. At the
same time, U.S. military forces need to be able to buy fuel wherever they operate.
I support efforts to reduce the military’s energy needs and diversify supplies in
order to increase military effectiveness.
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30. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, do you support the continuation of DOD’s energy
conservation and alternative energy development programs?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the continuation of energy initiatives that improve the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of the Defense mission. The Department has a long history
of harnessing innovation to meet defense challenges in ways that can benefit the
civilian economy, and there is potential for such gains in this case.

31. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, do you believe those programs represent a stra-
tegic investment that will benefit U.S. national security and increase our military
capabilities?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. Energy efficiency and alternative energy programs are critical
for cost savings, operational effectiveness, and our strategic national security goals.
The Department has a long history of harnessing innovation to meet defense chal-
lenges in ways that can benefit the civilian economy, and there is potential for such
gains in this case.

AFRICA

32. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, what specific actions should be taken by DOD to
address the wave of extremism in the Sahel region of Africa?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the United States should continue to support France’s strong
actions to counter al Qaeda in the Lands of the Islamic Maghreb’s effort to establish
a safe haven in Mali, including by providing DOD assistance. The Departments of
Defense and State should also continue contributing to the robust international sup-
port to the African-led International Support Mission in Mali (AFISMA). AFISMA
will help to degrade the threat posed by al Qaeda and allied terrorist groups and
put Mali on a path to stability.

Elsewhere in the Sahel region, the United States should continue to work with
regional partners to strengthen their security capacities and create the conditions
to apply region-wide pressure on extremist groups.

33. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, what methods would you prescribe to prevent addi-
tion?al countries and national governments in North Africa from falling to extrem-
ists?

Mr. HAGEL. Extremists in North Africa clearly pose a significant threat to re-
gional stability. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of State, other inter-
agency counterparts, international partners and allies, and countries across the re-
gion to build the capacity of their militaries to counter these threats and to assist
North African governments in improving governance and security for their popu-
lations. This includes preventing the expansion of terrorist networks and then de-
grading and, ultimately, defeating terrorist groups.

PAKISTAN

34. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, do you believe that there are steps that the United
States should take to further pressure Pakistan to withdraw their tacit support for
terrorist groups like Lashkar-e-Taiba and the Haqqani Network in order to enhance
the prospects for a stable peace in the region?

Mr. HAGEL. The ability of militant and terrorist networks to operate on Pakistani
soil poses a threat to the United States, Pakistan, and other countries in South
Asia. Therefore, the United States should continue to work to ensure that Pakistan
meets its commitments, including supporting a durable settlement in Afghanistan,
pressuring the Haqqani Network, and not allowing Pakistani territory to be used
to launch terrorist attacks on other countries. Our approach should apply diplomatic
pressure where needed and ensure our security assistance, which is an important
tool, is not unconditional but conditions advance U.S. strategic interests.

MILITARY HEALTHCARE

35. Senator UpALL. Mr. Hagel, as Secretary of Defense, would you continue to
prioritize funding for military suicide prevention programs, as well as for improved
treatment for physical and psychological injuries?

Mr. HAGEL. I am deeply concerned about the significant rise in military suicides
and am firmly committed to prioritizing funding for the full range of the Depart-
ment’s mental and physical health programs. These programs include: suicide pre-
vention programs, such as the Army’s Shoulder to Shoulder and Navy’s Combat and
Operational Stress Control resilience and fitness programs; peer-to-peer programs
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such as the VetsdWarriors which focuses on our Reserve members; transition and
family support programs, such as Recovery Care Coordination; and quality of life
programs, such as those offered through Military OneSource. In addition, I will con-
tinue ongoing collaboration with the Department of Veterans Affairs, with continued
emphasis on the Military Crisis Line, to ensure that our members receive support
as they transition back to their civilian lives. Finally, and most importantly, I agree
with Secretary Panetta that there is a significant leadership role and responsibility
for preventing suicides and building the resilience of the force. If confirmed, I will
continue to look for opportunities to improve our military and civilian leaders’ abil-
ity to understand the needs of distressed servicemembers and reduce stigma so that
they can be properly guided to the support they need.

ROLE OF THE RESERVE COMPONENT

36. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, would you agree that, over the last decade, the
National Guard and Reserves have demonstrated their value to the military mission
in support of domestic disaster relief, combat operations, and in a variety of other
roles at home and abroad?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. The National Guard and Reserves have played an integral role
during the past decade, mobilizing in unprecedented numbers for the wars in Af-
ghanistan. They have also been critical to Homeland defense and security, high-
lighted by their heroic efforts during Hurricane Sandy.

37. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, please discuss your views of the Reserve and Na-
tional Guard and the role they should play in the coming years.

Mr. HAGEL. The Reserve components have served with distinction over more than
a decade of war and continue to be a relevant and cost effect part of the Total Force.
In a time of declining budgets and complex contingencies, I believe that the Depart-
ment will continue to call on both Active and Reserve components to accomplish the
domestic and overseas requirements of the new strategy. I understand that the De-
partment is still in the process of finding the proper Active component/Reserve com-
ponent mix that will most effectively accomplish our new strategy in a constrained
fiscal environment. If confirmed, I will work with our military leaders on this impor-
tant issue.

RUSSIAN POLICIES

38. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, since Vladimir Putin was reelected as Russia’s
president, the Russian Federation has sent mixed signals for what its defense and
foreign policies will be going forward. The creation of a so-called “Eurasian Union”—
which would consist of Russia and other former Soviet republics—was a key compo-
nent of President Putin’s campaign platform, and is viewed by some as an attempt
by Russia to “re-Sovietize” the region, which would pressure U.S. allies in the re-
gion. Former Senator John Kerry (nominated to be Secretary of State) has re-
affirmed the U.S. Government’s unwavering support for the independence of these
countries and their right to choose “political, military, [and] economic” alliances
“free from coercion”. One such U.S. strategic partner, Azerbaijan, recently allowed
a lease with Russia for the Gabala Radar station—the last Russian installation on
Azerbaijan’s soil—to expire due to a disagreement over the cost of the lease, con-
tinuing a trend of moving away from Moscow’s orbit. As Secretary of Defense, what
will be your policy to ensure that the independence of U.S. strategic partners in the
region is preserved?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will support continuing engagement with the leaders
of the defense and security institutions of former Soviet Republics to advance reform
and defense modernization goals, to contribute to regional stability and security,
and to advance our shared security interests. It is possible for countries in the re-
gion to preserve their independence while also having a constructive, positive rela-
tionship with the United States, Russia, and other countries. As sovereign inde-
pendent nations these countries must pursue the bilateral and multinational rela-
tionships that they assess are in their own national interests, but I would work to
ensure the United States is the partner of choice. Working with the Department of
State and other U.S. agencies, I would, if confirmed, continue to support partners
in the region building their government institutions, practices, and capabilities to
enable them to exercise the full measure of responsibilities and opportunities of
independent, sovereign countries.
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COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION

39. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, do you support the work conducted under the Co-
operative Threat Reduction (CTR) programs which seek to eliminate threats, demili-
tarize systems, and to secure stocks of existing weapons of mass destruction
(WMD)?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I believe that the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program is a
vital mechanism for partnering with other nations to counter the threat posed by
weapons of mass destruction. The program is now global and focused on core U.S.
priorities, including nuclear security, countering biological threats, and destroying
chemical weapons. If confirmed, I will continue to support the work of this vital pro-
gram.

40. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, how would you characterize your own views on the
importance and priorities of the CTR program, originally undertaken in the former
Soviet Union, and more recently expanding into other territories including Africa
and the Middle East?

Mr. HAGEL. In the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, I believe that it made
good sense for the CTR program to focus on reducing the threat posed by the former
Soviet Union’s nuclear arsenal. Based on information currently available to me, I
believe that the program’s recent expansion into new geographic areas, including Af-
rica, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia also makes good sense, as does a new
focus on biological threats. In my view, CTR remains a very important tool in reduc-
ing risks to the United States.

NUCLEAR MODERNIZATION

41. Senator UDALL. Mr. Hagel, do you support the restoration of funding appro-
priations to maintain the U.S. nuclear triad, and for key nuclear infrastructure pro-
grams such as the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facil-
ity in the fiscal year 2013 appropriations bills?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the President’s commitment to a safe, secure, and effective
nuclear deterrent as long as nuclear weapons exist. I believe that maintaining the
triad and modernizing our nuclear forces and the nuclear weapons infrastructure
are national security priorities. If confirmed, I will give sustained attention to these
issues.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KAY R. HAGAN
SEXUAL ASSAULT/DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

42. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, as you and I discussed earlier this week, the num-
ber of sexual assault and domestic violence cases reported in the military every year
is appalling. Studies show that there are 3,200 reported cases every year, but even
more astonishing is that the actual number is estimated at 19,000 cases. This
means that somewhere around 80 percent of all cases go unreported.

A Government Accountability Office (GAO) report concluded that most victims
stay silent because of “the belief that nothing would be done; fear of ostracism, har-
assment, or ridicule ... or labeled trouble makers.” That same report goes on to say
that some victims go silent because they do the math: only 8 percent of cases that
are investigated end in prosecution, compared with 40 percent for civilians arrested
for sex crimes.

This year’s NDAA included provisions to combat this problem, including enhanced
education, training, and awareness for our troops and the leadership. While this is
a positive step, just having a zero-tolerance policy and getting out the message is
not always enough.

If confirmed, do you pledge to ensure the NDAA sexual assault provisions are im-
plemented as rapidly as possible?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

43. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, how do you intend to further prevent sexual as-
sault and domestic violence?

Mr. HAGEL. Sexual assault is a horrible crime and it cannot be tolerated, ignored,
or condoned in DOD. If confirmed, I will be fully committed to combating this crime
anil determined in reducing sexual assault, with a goal of eliminating it from the
military.
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I know that the over the past year, the Department has developed and imple-
mented several new policies and procedures to prevent the crime of sexual assault,
support victims, strengthen investigations, and hold offenders appropriately ac-
countable. I also know that these efforts are not enough.

The Department must continue its multi-disciplinary approach in combating sex-
ual assault. Prevention efforts are important, so that the crimes do not happen in
the first place. These efforts must ensure that every servicemember, from top to bot-
tom in our military ranks, knows that dignity and respect are core values we must
all live by.

44. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, how will you approach fostering an environment
where victims feel safe to come forward to report these crimes?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe a first step in this area is an Air Force pilot program, imple-
mented in January, which assigns an attorney to a victim of sexual assault who re-
quests one to represent them. I believe this could be a very good way to increase
accountability. It will improve victim confidence, increase the number of victims who
are willing to report; thereby increasing the number of cases that can be inves-
tigated and the number of cases in which offenders can be held appropriately ac-
countable. If confirmed, I will continue to study the impact of this pilot program and
look for other initiatives that may be helpful.

45. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, how do intend to increase accountability at all lev-
els—not only of the perpetrators, but also of their leadership?

Mr. HAGEL. Accountability is key and people who violate the standards of accept-
able behavior must be held appropriately accountable for their actions. I applaud
Secretary Panetta’s decision last year to elevate the initial disposition of the most
serious sexual assault cases to the level of colonel or Navy captain, or higher. Mili-
tary commanders are essential to making sexual assault prevention and response
efforts successful.

I also look forward to learning more about the Department’s ongoing program to
develop Special Victims Capabilities across each of the Services, a program legis-
lated in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, and which is under development in the
Department in the form of special training and standardized procedures for inves-
tigators, prosecutors, paralegals, and victim witness liaisons. This program’s objec-
tive is to enhance the quality of investigations and accountability in sexual assault
cases. I fully support it.

CAMP LEJEUNE WATER CONTAMINATION

46. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, historic and recent public statements made by the
leadership of the U.S. Marine Corps cite that at the time of the drinking water con-
tamination period aboard Camp Lejeune, there were no regulatory standards gov-
erning the organic chemicals which fouled the water aboard the base. Yet, recent
Department of the Navy and Marine Corps documents uncovered by former marines
and their families affected by the contamination indicate there was indeed a Naval
regulatory standard in place for total organics in potable water as early as 1963
(NAVMED P-5010-5 and BUMED 6240.3B and beginning in 1972, version C).

As Secretary of Defense, what steps would you take to ensure the Department of
the Navy and Marine Corps are truthfully conveying pertinent facts, disseminating
important developments to the Camp Lejeune community, and allowing the commu-
nity a voice in the matter to ensure total transparency regarding this issue?

Mr. HAGEL. The health and well-being of our servicemembers, their families, and
civilian employees is of the utmost importance to me. If I am confirmed, I will be
committed to finding answers to the many questions surrounding the historic water
quality issue at Camp Lejeune, including ensuring appropriate oversight of these ef-
forts. I will work with the leadership of the Navy and Marine Corps to engage the
proper experts and review all the facts pertaining to the Bureau of Medicine In-
struction to which you refer, ensuring that accurate information is provided to all
who believe they may have been exposed to contaminated water at Camp Lejeune.
The Department will continue to understand the meaning of ongoing scientific ef-
forts and provide comprehensive science-based answers to our servicemembers, their
families, and civilian employees.

I applaud Congress’ efforts to support families through the passage of the Hon-
oring America’s Veterans and Caring for Camp Lejeune Families Act of 2012 and
I pledge to aggressively support the Department of Veterans Affairs efforts to prop-
erly implement the legislation.
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BIOFUELS

47. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, in August 2011, the Departments of the Navy, Ag-
riculture, and Energy signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to invest
$510 million to spur production of advanced aviation and marine biofuels under the
Defense Production Act. The joint-MOU, where each Department contributes $170
million, requires substantial cost-sharing from private industry of at least a one-to-
one match.

Critics of the MOU claim the Department of Energy (DOE) should be the only
Government agency involved in the promotion of advanced biofuels. While DOE
must certainly play an important role, I believe the Navy and the Department of
Agriculture also need to be involved. From my perspective, leveraging the unique
capabilities of each agency—in partnership with the private sector—exemplifies the
type of innovative approach needed to solve our country’s most vexing challenges.

As the end-user of this fuel, do you believe there are significant benefits of having
the Navy participate in this initiative?

Mr. HAGEL. I have not reviewed all the details of this initiative; however, all of
the Military Services require fuel to operate, so all, including the Navy, have an in-
terest in promoting military energy security and have the potential to benefit from
such an initiative. I agree that it is important for the Department to leverage the
expertise of civilian agencies that have the lead or an interest in this area. The De-
fense Department has a long history of harnessing innovation to meet defense chal-
lenges in ways that can benefit the civilian economy, and there is potential for such
gains in this case.

48. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, would you agree that leveraging the unique capa-
bilities of these three agencies enhances the prospects for programmatic success?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #47.

49. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, in this budgetary environment, I understand that
difficult decisions need to be made about funding defense programs. However, as the
largest single consumer of fuel in the world, DOD uses approximately 120 million
barrels of oil each year and spent over $17 billion in fiscal year 2011 on fuel alone.
This dependency on a single source of energy jeopardized our military’s readiness.
When the price of oil goes up $1, it costs the Navy an additional $30 million and
the entire DOD over $100 million. In 2011, the Navy was forced to pay an addi-
tional $500 million because the price of fuel was higher than budgeted. Costs over-
runs could force the military to curtail training and less urgent operations—result-
ing in increased risk to future missions.

Do you believe that developing a commercially viable biofuels industry will help
DOD diversify its fuel sources, reduce the risk of energy volatility, and ultimately
produce cost savings for the Navy?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe it is in the long-term energy security interests of the United
States to promote a commercially viable biofuels industry. A commercially competi-
tive industry could help to reduce market volatility and reduce risk. If confirmed,
I will look into the role biofuels could play in increasing military capabilities and
lowering costs and risks for the Navy and other military departments.

LITHIUM

50. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, DOD has indicated that sustaining domestic ca-
pacity of lithium metals is critical because of the military’s reliance on rechargeable
lithium batteries in the field and the importance of lithium to developing next gen-
eration batteries. Do you believe it is in our national security interest to secure do-
mestic production of lithium metal and reduce our reliance on imports from China?

Mr. HAGEL. My understanding is the Department is examining a range of options
to ensure adequate and sustainable supply of lithium metal. If confirmed, I am com-
mitted to ensuring the Department has access to lithium metals, using all authori-
ties available.

51. Senator HAGAN. Mr. Hagel, will you consider using authorities under the De-
fense Product Act to accomplish this goal?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #50.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOE MANCHIN III
DOWNSIZING THE FORCE

52. Senator MANCHIN. Mr. Hagel, if you are confirmed as Secretary of Defense,
you will oversee the military’s largest personnel downsizing in a generation. This,
I believe, is one of the most important tasks facing the next Secretary, especially
with the high rate of veterans’ unemployment. I am very concerned about telling
servicemembers, many who deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan multiple times, their
services are no longer needed as the force downsizes. If confirmed, what approach
would you bring to overseeing this massive personnel drawdown?

Mr. HAGEL. The Department must take care of its people, not only while they are
serving, but it is an obligation that continues through the transition to civilian life.
We, as a Nation, owe it to them for the sacrifices they have made.

It is my understanding that the Department has worked with the Department of
Veterans Affairs, Department of Labor, the Small Business Administration, and the
Department of Education to redesign the Transition Assistance Program (TAP). The
redesigned TAP curriculum contains a Department of Labor sponsored employment
workshop, a Veterans Affairs benefits briefing and registrations, a financial plan-
ning workshop and Service-specific training to equip members with the tools needed
to successfully pursue their post military goals. The Department is also working
with other agencies to meet the mandates of the VOW to Hire Heroes Act.

If confirmed, I will look at the services available for our men and women, both
those that continue to serve and those that transition to civilian life.

DOD AUDIT

53. Senator MANCHIN. Mr. Hagel, in your advance policy questions you provided
the following statement regarding the Pentagon’s audit objectives: “Yes. I support
the effort and will maintain the Department’s commitment to producing audit-ready
financial statements by the congressional deadline of September 2017, with an audit
beginning by the end of calendar year 2017.” Will you do everything in your power
to speed this process up?

Mr. HAGEL. Improving the Department’s financial management capability is an
important priority and, if confirmed, I will ensure that senior leaders throughout
the Department are focused on this goal and hold them accountable. While I will
push for this effort to be completed as soon as possible and by the dates we have
set, the Department must also be careful not to take manual or “heroic” steps to
achieve this goal in an inefficient manner. I understand Congress has, in fact, di-
rected DOD not to follow such an approach.

MILITARY FAMILIES

54. Senator MANCHIN. Mr. Hagel, DOD will face difficult budgetary choices in the
future. Priorities will need to be evaluated and some programs will face cancellation
or reduction. After a decade of war it is not only our soldiers that feel the stress,
but so do their families. How will you help ensure programs for military families
continue to be a high priority for DOD?

Mr. HAGEL. I share the concern of our senior military leaders that fiscal con-
straints will affect the very necessary programs needed to support the families of
our servicemembers. If confirmed, I will seek to prioritize funding for family readi-
ness programs to ensure that the quality of support for our military families is not
negatively affected by budget reductions while also identifying the most effective
programs and best practices. If confirmed, I will work through a newly formed Task
Force on Common Services for military families to seek to protect funding for family
readiness programs.

U.S. ROLE IN THE PACIFIC

55. Senator MANCHIN. Mr. Hagel, there has been an increase in tension in the
East China Sea around the Senkaku Islands in recent months. In your view, what
is the role of the United States in territorial disputes in Asia?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the President’s policy that while the United States does not
take sides over competing claims, the United States opposes any and all forms of
coercion to resolve disputes or apply pressure (including economic measures). In ad-
dition, I believe that the United States should continue to make clear that we will
meet our Treaty commitments.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JEANNE SHAHEEN
SEQUESTRATION

56. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, in your responses to the advance policy ques-
tions, you support Secretary Panetta’s assessment of the damaging effects that se-
questration would have on the entire DOD and defense industries. Please describe
the negative impact to military families should Congress fail to reach an agreement.

Mr. HAGEL. Sequestration will reduce the operations and maintenance (O&M)
funding that is used to train our troops, to run our bases, and to run many of our
family support programs. While the Department is still finalizing its assessment of
specific impacts, I believe the these cuts in O&M funding will likely force cuts in
our civilian workforce that will lead to cuts in the hours, services, and staffing avail-
able at clinics, family support centers, libraries, and athletic facilities. Furthermore,
I believe the Department has already concluded sequestration will force significant
cuts in the maintenance of DOD facilities, which directly affects quality of life.

If confirmed I will make it a priority to minimize the impact of sequestration on
our military families. Sustaining family support programs in these days of extreme
budget uncertainties will be challenging, but it 1s an integral part of our military
readiness. If confirmed, I will seek to minimize funding cuts to family support pro-
grams to the greatest extent possible.

57. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, please describe the negative impact to our de-
fense industrial base should Congress fail to reach an agreement.

Mr. HAGEL. Sequestration would significantly curtail important industrial base
capabilities and skills which, if lost, would be difficult, expensive, and perhaps even
impossible to replace. My understanding is that the Department has worked dili-
gently to preserve those truly unique industrial base assets. Sequestration would
render these careful efforts largely ineffectual. I believe the Department is still as-
sessing the impact on specific weapons programs and service support contracts, and
that those impacts will vary from case to case, but each such program will be cut
by about 10 percent.

WOMEN’S HEALTHCARE

58. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, there have been a number of positive steps
taken over the last year with respect to eliminating inequalities facing women in
our military. One of which was our effort to bring female servicemember reproduc-
tive health care in line with Federal standards, to ensure women in uniform have
the same access to care as their civilian counterparts. I was encouraged that we
were able to change this policy during last year’s NDAA, and I look forward to its
full implementation.

It is my understanding that the Surgeon’s Generals of each of the Services will
issue guidance to their Departments to ensure that doctors and nurses are aware
of new medical options available and are prepared to advise their patients. I also
understand that the Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Office will issue guid-
ance to victim advocates to ensure they are aware of this policy change and are pre-
pared to brief victims on the full range of medical options now available. Do you
commit to implementing this measure, which is now law, to ensure that our service
women have the same health care as the civilians they protect?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I am committed to ensuring that our female
servicemembers are afforded the same reproductive health care options as women
in the civilian population. I will work with the Services to guarantee that all med-
ical personnel are aware of the new options and that every victim has all resources
available. I assure you that I will fully implement all laws protecting women
servicemembers’ reproductive rights. My goal is to ensure the health care provided
to our servicemembers remains world class and contemporary.

LESBIAN/BISEXUAL/GAY/TRANSGENDERED MILITARY FAMILIES

59. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, as the implementation of the repeal of Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell policy continues, concerns have been raised about remaining in-
equalities faced by Lesbian/Bisexual/Gay/Transgendered (LBGT) military families.
We have a case in New Hampshire which demonstrates the pain and injustice in-
flicted by the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA). Charlie Morgan is a chief warrant
officer in the Army National Guard. She served her country in the Active Army, the
Reserve and the Guard, and most recently, she was deployed to Kuwait. Unfortu-
nately, she has been diagnosed with inoperable breast cancer and due to DOMA,
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her spouse, Karen, is denied any survivor benefits, and she is prohibited from
health coverage worth well in excess of $10,000 a year. She also cannot get a base
pass that would let her escort her 4-year-old daughter to medical appointments on
base. Though I recognize that certain restrictions on monetary benefits apply to
LGBT families under DOMA, will you commit to ensuring that LGBT families are
fully incorporated into military communities and social programs?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. As I have said, I know firsthand the profound sacrifice our
servicemembers and their families make. We must always take care of our people.
That is why, if confirmed as Secretary of Defense, I will do everything possible to
the extent permissible under current law to provide equal benefits to the families
of all our servicemembers, as members of our military community.

SUBMARINES

60. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, recent operations in Libya, Somalia, and around
the globe highlight the value submarines continue to bring to the fight in both our
conventional and covert operations. Can you discuss the importance of our undersea
warfare capability, particularly with respect to the capabilities the Virginia-class
submarines bring to the Navy?

Mr. HAGEL. U.S. undersea warfare capabilities are unparalleled in the world and
give us an asymmetric advantage against our adversaries in both peace and war.
Our U.S. Navy dominates the undersea domain, using attack and guided missile
submarines for a variety of clandestine missions, including intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance, indications and warning, and special operations forces insertion
and recovery. Submarines operate covertly in places that overt units cannot, pro-
viding unequaled capability for intelligence collection.

Ballistic missile submarines, the most survivable leg of the nuclear triad, are vital
to the national mission of strategic deterrence, and under New START will comprise
an increasing percentage of our operationally deployed weapons.

To maintain our undersea dominance, we must continue a vigorous submarine
building program. The Virginia-class program is the Navy’s most successful ship-
kk;uiilding program, consistently providing submarines ahead of schedule and under

udget.

PACIFIC VERSUS ATLANTIC FOCUS

61. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, obviously, our strategic shift towards the Asia-
Pacific region prioritizes assets in that area of responsibility (AOR). However, as re-
cent operations in Libya and Mali, as well as challenges throughout the Mediterra-
nean, the Middle East, and North Africa demonstrate, we must maintain the capa-
bility to quickly respond to contingencies on the Atlantic side as well. Considering
the uncertain and complex world of threats we face, how important is it to maintain
flexibility and balance to ensure that our shift does not leave us vulnerable on the
Atlantic side of the country?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that our military forces need to remain flexible, agile, and bal-
anced in order to be ready for challenges around the world. I think that DOD recog-
nizes the complexity and uncertainty of the global security environment and avoids
predicting with certainty how the future will unfold. As outlined in the January
2012 Defense Strategic Guidance, the Department is developing an adaptable and
technologically-advanced Joint Force capable of responding to a wide range of con-
tingencies. Regardless of where U.S. military forces may be positioned or stationed,
one of the key advantages of our military is that we can bring to bear effective capa-
bilities virtually anywhere throughout the world to address the threats countering
our interests.

ISRAEL

62. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC)
has been a strong proponent of U.S.-Israeli cooperation on missile defense and has
provided significant funding for cooperative efforts, like the Arrow system, David’s
Sling, and the Iron Dome. Last year, the SASC provided $211 million to help Israel
procure additional Iron Dome defense systems in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013.
What is your view on the importance of these cooperative programs?

Mr. HAGEL. I strongly support U.S.-Israel cooperative efforts on missile defense,
including Iron Dome. U.S. cooperation with Israel, enabled by congressional support,
has led to the development of one of the most comprehensive missile defense archi-
tectures in the world. Each of the Israeli programs—Iron Dome, David’s Sling, and
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Arrow—fill a critical requirement in a multi-layered architecture that has been de-
signed to protect the Israeli populace from existing and emerging threats.

63. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, will you commit to continuing these programs?
Mr. HAGEL. Yes, if confirmed, I will seek to continue these programs and to ex-
pand them as appropriate. As we saw in Operation Pillar of Defense in Gaza, these
programs are a lifesaving investment in Israel’s future and our defense relationship.

SERVICEMEMBER REINTEGRATION

64. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, you noted in your response to the advance pol-
icy questions that you are committed to working with State and local governments
as well as private and community organizations to support reintegration of return-
ing servicemembers, particularly those with combat injuries. Several States have es-
tablished successful programs designed to augment reintegration services provided
through DOD’s Yellow Ribbon Reintegration Program (YRRP). New Hampshire’s
Deployment Cycle Support program is an example of these efforts that combine
State and local as well as public and private funds to provide comprehensive assist-
ance to military families. What steps can DOD take to better support these State
and local efforts to ensure their continued success?

Mr. HAGEL. I am very familiar with the congressionally-mandated YRRP estab-
lished in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2008 that assists National Guard and Reserve
members as they transition between their military and civilian roles, providing
servicemembers and their families with access to programs, services, resources, and
referrals during all deployment phases.

I am also aware that there are several State programs that go beyond YRRP with
strong networks of community-based service providers, and partnerships with State
and local governments that are key in ensuring resources are readily available to
servicemembers and their families when they need them.

I understand that one of the initiatives of the YRRP Center for Excellence in-
cludes evaluating State-based outreach and reintegration efforts to identify best
practices in order to share those initiatives nationwide. Additionally, the Center for
Excellence is evaluating and substantiating various Service curricula at YRRP
events and post-event survey data to disseminate best practices. They are also cre-
ating on-line toolkits for use across all components at YRRP events.

If confirmed, I will review the Department’s support to YRRP efforts within the
Department and across the various State programs to ensure we are maximizing
our combined efforts and sharing best practices as much as possible.

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

65. Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Hagel, it is critical that DOD and the Services have
an overarching direction and comprehensive policy for maintaining the manufac-
turing and engineering capabilities that are necessary to ensure we have production
lines for building ships, combat vehicles, and even engines and transmissions for our
current and future weapons systems. What is your view of the status and health
of the defense-related industrial base, and can you give your assurances that you
will work to ensure these capabilities remain viable and competitive in the near-
and long-term?

Mr. HAGEL. I am committed to a healthy industrial base, and I am concerned that
changes in the defense market may impact that base. If confirmed, I will work to
ensure critical defense industrial base capabilities remain viable and competitive in
the near- and long-term. The Department is dependent on a strong industrial base
for the wide range of products and services needed to support the missions of our
forces, and to provide for the innovation and technical excellence that provides tech-
nological superiority.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND
AFGHANISTAN

66. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, I was a cosponsor of the Afghan Women and
Girls Security Promotion Act in the 112th Congress, both the standalone version
and the bill in the form of an amendment that was included in the final version
of the NDAA. I would like to know what actions you will take to follow the amend-
ment’s directive and execute as robust a report as possible on the efforts made by
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the U.S. Government to ensure the security of Afghan women and girls during and
after Afghanistan’s transition process?

Mr. HAGEL. Promoting and protecting the security of Afghan women and girls has
been a priority of both the Defense and State Departments in Afghanistan. If con-
firmed, I will continue to work with the State Department to monitor progress
throughout the transition and provide Congress with information that is responsive
to the NDAA.

67. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan
Reconstruction (SIGAR) has reported that some of the $1 billion in fuel purchases
from Russia and Turkmenistan were blended with Iranian oil. What measures are
going to be put into place to ensure that we are not violating our own sanctions on
Iran?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the SIGAR reported that there may be Iranian oil in some
products we have purchased. I understand that our contracts for fuel in Afghani-
stan, including contracts for fuel purchased in Russia and Turkmenistan, require
certifications that Iran was not a source of the oil. If I am confirmed, I will ensure
that we have appropriate processes in place to preclude the purchase of fuel that
may have come from Iran and to enforce our own sanctions against Iran.

WOMEN IN THE MILITARY

68. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, Secretary Panetta recently lifted the ban on
women serving in direct combat roles. I applaud that decision and am happy to hear
that you plan to continue its implementation, if confirmed. The military you served
in with such distinction in many ways looks very different than the military of
today. Today, women make up nearly 15 percent of the Armed Forces. More than
283,000 women have been deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. More than 800 women
have been wounded in Iraq and Afghanistan, and more than 140 women have died.
Two women have earned Silver Star medals. Why do we need to wait until 2016
for the Services to complete their assessment when so many women are already
serving on the front lines?

Mr. HAGEL. As I've said, I strongly support Secretary Panetta’s decision to lift the
ban on women serving in combat roles. While there are women serving on the front
lines, the rescission of the Direct Combat Rule and Assignment Policy requires the
Services to review the requirements and standards for all combat positions. It is my
understanding that this process takes, at a minimum, 2 years in order to review
tasks, develop testing, and validate the tests which will result in gender neutral
standards.

69. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, I understand and appreciate that you support
the announcement made last week regarding the policy of opening combat roles to
women. I wholeheartedly support this overdue change in policy as women already
have been fighting and dying on the frontline. I just as strongly believe that mili-
tary standards should not be lowered for women seeking these roles and we will see
extraordinary women meeting those standards and strengthening our national secu-
rity. I am concerned, however, about the potential for the goal posts being moved
back, or arbitrary standards set, which would in effect keep combat roles closed to
qualified women. How will you ensure this policy is implemented as intended and
as rapidly as feasible?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the military and civilian leadership are committed to imple-
menting the rescission as quickly as possible and, if confirmed, I assure I will work
to have it implemented expeditiously. I will ensure that all standards reflect legiti-
mate requirements for combat roles. In short, if a female soldier has the full skills
and capabilities required to perform in a position, I will make sure she does.

70. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, we know that women are already partici-
pating, unofficially, with many combat units and special operations units. With the
lifting of the combat exclusion ban, what will happen to the women already serving
with ground combat troops?

Mr. HAGEL. It’'s my understanding that women who served or are serving in units
under an exception to the ground combat exclusion do so in an official capacity. It’s
also my understanding that women currently serving with ground combat troops
will continue to serve with ground combat troops.

71. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, will their combat service now be recognized
as such?
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Mr. HAGEL. It’s my understanding that women’s service in combat is already
being recognized. If confirmed, I expect we will continue to recognize their service
and achievements based on the contributions they make toward mission accomplish-
ment.

72. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, will they be eligible to compete now for com-
bat arms leadership positions?

Mr. HAGEL. On January 24, 2013, Secretary Panetta rescinded the 1994 Direct
Ground Combat Definition and Assignment Rule and directed the integration of
women into previously closed positions by January 1, 2016. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue implementation of that new policy. Within this policy I expect women will be
abledto dcompete for leadership positions where they are qualified and meet the
standards.

73. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, sexual assault is an appalling problem in our
military that continues to threaten the military’s core value of protecting all mem-
bers of the Armed Forces. It has been speculated that lifting the direct ground com-
bat exclusion for women will help mitigate the sexual assault problems in our mili-
tary by eliminating gender classes in the military. Do you agree with this theory,
and if so, will you use it as leverage to ensure combat roles are opened to women
swiftly and equally across the Services?

Mr. HAGEL. I have not had sufficient time to study this particular theory. As I
have previously stated, sexual assault has no place in our military or anywhere in
our society and I will work tirelessly to resolve that issue holding all commanders
fully accountable.

74. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, lifting the combat exclusion ban has raised
the question of whether women should be required to register for the Selective Serv-
ice. Selective Service requirements are determined by law; would you support Con-
gress’ gecision to include women in the mandatory registry for Selective Service at
age 187

Mr. HAGEL. This is an issue that concerns DOD, although it is not responsible
for administering the Selective Service System. If confirmed, I will look forward to
participating in any interagency discussion of the merits of extending selective serv-
ice registration to women.

75. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, we have been told many times that com-
manders will be held responsible if there is a climate in their units that contributes
to sexual assault or harassment. But I am concerned that measurable mechanisms
for holding leaders accountable in addressing sexual violence issues have not been
devised. DOD needs to develop a process for more directly holding leaders account-
able for enforcing DOD’s sexual abuse and harassment policies. The Defense Advi-
sory Committee on Women in the Services even recommends that effectiveness in
combating sexual harassment and assault should be a part of individual perform-
ance evaluations of all servicemembers and not just leaders. Accountability seems
to be lacking in many respects. Case in point: Right now there appears to be no
one person assigned to oversee the implementation of Secretary Panetta’s directives
on sexual assault prevention and response.

When it comes to issues of sexual violence in the military, what do you believe
is the best mechanism for evaluating leaders?

Mr. HAGEL. The men and women who are serving their country face many chal-
lenges both on and off the battlefield. They should never have to fear the threat of
sexual assault from a fellow soldier or superior.

Accountability is always the most important tool for leader evaluation. One of the
most effective mechanisms across all Services is the command climate assessment.
This tool provides timely feedback as a modality to determine if leaders have rein-
forced a culture of mutual respect and created an atmosphere that reinforces that
sexual assault has no place within our ranks. The results from the assessment are
key indicators whether leaders are taking responsibility for good order, morale, and
discipline.

76. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, do you believe that effectiveness in combating
sexual harassment and assault should be part of individual performance evaluations
for commanders?

Mr. HAGEL. Accountability is always the most important tool for leader evalua-
tion. One of the most effective mechanisms across all Services is the command cli-
mate assessment. This tool provides timely feedback as a modality to determine if
leaders have reinforced a culture of mutual respect and created an atmosphere that
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reinforces that sexual assault has no place within our ranks. The results from the
assessment are key indicators whether leaders are taking responsibility for good
order, morale, and discipline.

77. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, in your opinion, what consequences should
follow if a commander is found to be unresponsive or ineffective on this issue?

Mr. HAGEL. I will hold all commanders responsible for this issue.

In order to successfully address this issue, I will continue to advance the positive
steps taken by Secretary Panetta to change the policies and the culture that has
discouraged victims from speaking out and trusting that there are resources in place
to support and protect them.

Among the initiatives that have already been taken by this administration, I feel
strongly about efforts to raise the awareness of this issue and elevate its importance
to the Department, including elevating disposition authority for the most serious
cases, requiring commanders to conduct annual organizational climate assessments,
and enhancing training programs for sexual assault prevention.

If confirmed, I will work closely with the Joint Chiefs of Staff to ensure that all
of our commanders are responsive and establish appropriate repercussions for those
commanders who do not fully support this goal.

WOMEN’S SECURITY

78. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, on December 19, 2011, the United States re-
leased its new National Action Plan (NAP) on U.N. Security Council Resolution
1325 on Women Peace and Security (WPS). The plan released by the administration
is the first ever U.S. national action plan and Executive Order to implement these
goals to establish women as influential and active agents in the prevention and res-
olution of conflicts. On August 10, 2012, the United States released the first-ever
U.S. Strategy to Prevent and Respond to Gender-based Violence Globally, and Presi-
dent Obama signed an accompanying Executive Order directing all relevant agen-
cies to implement the Strategy. The Strategy underscores the U.S. Government’s
commitment to preventing and responding to gender-based violence.

We know that all too often violence against women is used as a tool of war, yet
U.N. peacekeepers and regional forces are under-trained and under-equipped in ad-
dressing violence against women. What actions will you take to implement this Ex-
ecutive Order?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that, in the first year of implementation, the Depart-
ment made noteworthy progress on the NAP for WPS objectives, both internally and
with a range of foreign defense partners. First and foremost was Secretary Panetta’s
decision to rescind the restriction on women in direct combat, a decision I applaud.
Externally, in bilateral and multilateral engagements, I am told combatant com-
mands and our Regional Centers are focused on building the capacity of partner
militaries to promote and strengthen gender equality.

I understand that the Department is developing a DOD Instruction to institu-
tionalize the NAP’s priorities. If confirmed, I would continue this progress in imple-
menting the NAP and ensure the Department continues to lead by example on WPS
issues.

79. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, are there assets, such as excess defense arti-
cles, that the United States can contribute to peacekeeping forces, such as those in
the Congo, in order to specifically help women facing significant and constant
threats of sexual violence?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I plan to fully support the Department’s efforts to imple-
ment the U.S. Strategy to Prevent and Respond to Gender-based Violence Globally
and associated Executive Order. In this context, training of peacekeepers is critical
and I believe it is important that DOD peacekeeping training continue to include
human rights training and targeted instruction on prevention of and response to
sexual and gender based violence. If confirmed, I will also continue to leverage De-
partment authority to provide excess defense articles to equip peacekeeping contin-
gents, where appropriate.

CYBER

80. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, in your responses to the advance policy ques-
tions, you have said that “recruiting, training, and retaining military and civilian
personnel needed for cyber operations will be a challenge”. One noted expert re-
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cently told the press that of the 10,000 necessary top cyber personnel, DOD has or
can recruit only 2,000.

Why don’t we begin an aggressive program of recruiting National Guard and Re-
serve cyber experts—a cyber corps—which would leverage the training and hiring
of the private tech sector? The additional benefit from using the Guard is their abil-
ity to operate both in the military and Homeland defense space so that they can
address the spectrum of threats to our national interests.

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that the National Guard and Reserve are a tremendous re-
source of talent and of surge capacity for DOD, and these skilled personnel can con-
tribute greatly to the cyber mission. We are already using Guard and Reserve per-
sonnel in this mission area. It will not only be critical to recruit the right talent,
but we must take a strategic approach to leveraging our National Guard and Re-
serve Forces as part of our overall structure. If confirmed, I will ensure that we ap-
propriately draw upon a broad pool of our Nation’s cyber experts in support of our
critical cyber mission.

81. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, I also understand that the pipeline of cyber
personnel has to start in early education in order to interest and educate the right
number of future cyber warriors. Why don’t we make Science, Technology, Engineer-
ing, and Mathematics (STEM) aptitude and interest a significant focus of our Re-
serve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC) selection?

Mr. HAGEL. The Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC) is vital to training the
exceptional officers upon which our military relies, including in cyber skill sets. I
believe that we should explore many approaches to build the critical technical skills
DOD needs, and this should include exploring STEM related incentives in our
ROTC program.

NEW YORK INSTALLATIONS

82. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, I represent New York, home to our Nation’s
number one terrorist target. In the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, I worked to ensure
the second WMD civil support teams for both New York and Florida were author-
ized, and that funds have been appropriated. Both of these units are fully trained
and ready to deploy in the event of a terrorist attack, yet DOD and the National
Guard Bureau are trying to disestablish our second teams. While I recognize the
need for cost savings, these teams cost so little and yet provide so much to our coun-
try. Given the importance of these teams to our national security, do I have your
commitment to follow clear congressional direction, which has authorized and fully
funded these teams?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that WMD civil support teams are vital to our national secu-
rity. I am not familiar with the funding for these teams, but I will look into this
matter if confirmed.

83. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, I understand that the Army must cut its
forces, but it is taking only two of its eight Brigade Combat Teams (BCT) slated
for reduction out of Europe, and the rest from Continental United States (CONUS).
Will you consider further cuts outside the CONUS (OCONUS), perhaps using rota-
tional units?

Mr. HAGEL. The additional BCT reductions must be made consistent with our
global strategy and treaty obligations. The three remaining BCTs not stationed in
the United States, one in Korea and two in Europe, provide vital forward presence,
partnership opportunities, deterrence, and rapid response. I will certainly work with
my staff and the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff of the Army to see what
other options may be feasible and affordable while still providing the requisite reas-
surance to our allies.

84. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, what metrics and methodology will DOD use
in approaching reductions in overseas personnel and infrastructure, while concur-
rently taking actions which reduce force structure in the United States?

Mr. HAGEL. The Department will seek to balance posture reductions in a way that
aligns with our national strategic interests. As we consider options, we will balance
our strategic and operational priorities against the need to reduce costs.

85. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, the Army has reiterated the importance of
rotary wing aviation in Iraq and Afghanistan as a critical asset to reducing the
amount of casualties during ground convoys because of improvised explosive devices
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(IED). As the Army downsizes, do you see the number of Combat Aviation Brigades
decreasing as well?

Mr. HAGEL. As it downsizes, the Army must maintain the proper balance amongst
all of its capabilities—Ground Combat capabilities, Combat Support capabilities,
Sustainment and Logistics capabilities, and Institutional capabilities. Army Aviation
must be part of this balance. I don’t know to what extent Aviation will be affected,
but I will review with the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff of the Army
their plans for the Army drawdown and ensure that I and my staff continue to be
comfortable with the Army’s plan.

86. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, we’ve seen from Air Force 2013 Force Struc-
ture proposal, a disconcerting strategy which shifts more flying missions and iron
to the Active component, while placing the Air Guard with fewer assets. The Guard
getting unmanned missions is a welcome development, but the reduced manning re-
quirements and the ability of the Air Guard to provide support to Governors with
fewer numbers of critical assets, such as C-130s, remains a concern. It may also
place a chill on Air Guard recruiting given the decreasing opportunities for pilots.
What is your strategy to maintain a strong balance in flying missions and assets
for the Air Guard over the next 4 years and beyond?

Mr. HAGEL. Since its inception, the Air Force has relied on the Total Force—made
up of the Active, Reserve, and Air Guard components. Over the past 2 decades, the
Air Force has become a more integrated force, both operationally and organization-
ally, as all three components—Active, Reserve, and Air Guard—have trained, de-
ployed, and conducted the full range of missions together. I understand the Air
Force continually reevaluates the mix between Active and Reserve components
through an institutionalized process that includes representatives from all three
components. If confirmed, I intend to work with Air Force leadership to understand
and evaluate this process myself.

87. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, how will you assure that the Air National
Guard has a greater voice in decisionmaking, rather than simply being handed deci-
sions from the Air Force?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the work currently under way between the Department and
the Council of Governors to develop a mutually agreed upon consultative process
will ensure that the concerns of States are taken into consideration in future Na-
tional Guard force structure, basing and budgeting decisions. I intend to continue
with this effort and am committed to working closely with the Council of Governors.

88. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, with the downsizing of the military, and last
year’s request from the administration for Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC)
authorization, I anticipate that we will be discussing a new round of domestic base
closings in this year’s posture hearings. How will the metrics rolled out by the Air
Force and Army respectively, in the last year and a half, inform any BRAC deci-
sions?

Mr. HAGEL. It is my understanding that BRAC recommendations must result
from a process that meets the requirements of the specific BRAC legislation. There-
fore, metrics developed outside the BRAC statutory process can be used only if au-
thorized in the legislation.

89. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, you have said that you view cyber threats as
one of the top security threats to the United States. Yet last year the Air Force cut
its cyber research budget, and in the coming year, there is a plan to make the re-
search budget pay for the operating costs at the Air Force Research Lab in Rome,
New York. I am very concerned that such steps point to a hollowing out of our cyber
preparedness, rather than taking the threat seriously. I hope to work with you to
reverse this trend. Even in a budget scarce environment, cyber research pays tre-
mendous dividends. Can I count on your support for increased cybersecurity re-
search?

Mr. HAGEL. In today’s complex global environment, cyber threats pose an increas-
ingly serious challenge to national security. DOD organizations, including the Air
Force Research Lab, provide for the development of vital capabilities needed for both
today’s warfighter and for the future strategic environment. If confirmed, I will
work with Congress and the Services to ensure that DOD continues to assess and
invest in critical cybersecurity research activities.
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COORDINATION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

90. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, I am concerned about the transition our war-
riors face as they leave the DOD and enter the Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA). While there have been improvements in the last few years, I am concerned
there is still a gap. I am especially concerned about the issues our female warriors
face as they make this transition, especially those who have been sexually assaulted
while serving. I want to ensure they are getting the information, care, and assist-
ance they need while not being revictimized by the system.

If confirmed, what are your plans for increasing coordination with the VA to en-
sure our troops, especially women, are getting the important transition information
and assistance they need so that no one falls through the cracks?

Mr. HAGEL. I am committed to ensuring every servicemember receives the train-
ing, education, and credentials he or she needs to successfully transition to the civil-
ian workforce. I believe we must embed servicemembers’ preparation for transition
throughout their military lifecycle. I understand that the Department has rede-
signed the Transition Assistance Program (TAP) to ensure all servicemembers are
“career ready” upon separation. The redesigned TAP complies with the VOW to Hire
Heroes Act of 2011 that mandates all servicemembers separating from title 10 Ac-
tive Duty (including reservists and guardsmen) participate in the program to ensure
they are better prepared when leaving the military for civilian life.

If confirmed, I will engage Department of Veterans Affairs Secretary Eric
Shinseki in a specific dialogue on the unique issues facing the transition of our fe-
male servicemembers. I will also continue the practice of holding regular Secre-
tarial-level meetings and will closely monitor the progress of the many important
joint initiatives between the two Departments.

DIRECTED ENERGY

91. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, the Center for Strategic and Budgetary As-
sessments recommended last year a much greater investment into directed energy
weapons. While DOD has already spent billions of dollars over several decades on
science and technology efforts related to directed energy, several recent demonstra-
tions by the Navy using solid state lasers on surface ships indicate that we may
be reaching the point where as a Nation we can begin to realize a return on the
substantial investment and transition this capability from science and technology to
development as a weapon system. I understand that shipboard directed energy
weapons could provide an affordable solution to significant capability challenges as-
sociated with sustaining our forward presence in strategically critical areas such as
the South China Seas, the Sea of Japan, and the Straits of Hormuz. What is your
view of current DOD efforts to weaponize directed energy technologies?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that the Department has embarked on a deliberate path
to develop the technologies to weaponize Directed Energy. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue to push for directed energy and other emerging technologies through robust
research and development to continuously improve the capabilities we will field for
our forces.

92. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, should the Navy formally consider initiating
a development program of record for high energy solid state lasers to improve the
affordability and capability of our surface ships?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that the Navy has and will continue to assess the solid
state laser research and development efforts to determine transition opportunities
given the remaining technical risk, costs and capability limitations that must be ad-
dressed prior to establishing a program of record.

93. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, should such a program, if undertaken, in-
clude contributions from willing and technically capable allies?
Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

ASIA PIVOT

94. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, the President had announced an Asia pivot,
and between North Korea’s missile threats and China’s increased aggressiveness
with respect to its neighbors, we have a number of challenges to react to. But at
a time of declining budgets, how would you balance this pivot against the continuing
concerns in the Middle East and the growing threat in Africa?
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Mr. HAGEL. As described in the 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance, the Department
is rebalancing toward the Asia-Pacific while maintaining focus on the Middle-East.
I think that the significant U.S. military presence and activities in Asia are a clear
demonstration of the enduring U.S. commitment to the region and to addressing
current and emerging challenges in the Asia-Pacific. Moreover, if confirmed as Sec-
retary, I would take every step to maintain the ability of America to conduct suc-
cessful combat operations in more than one region at a time, ensuring that we have
the ability to meet threats around the world, as in the Middle East and North Afri-
ca, when they arise. Our global posture, engagement with allies and partners, and
investment in flexible defense architectures for high-demand capabilities, such as
ballistic missile defense, are of great importance.

95. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, how would this impact decisions over weapon
systems and force structure?

Mr. HAGEL. While rebalancing, it will be important for the Department to protect
new capabilities and investments to respond to the changing character of warfare;
to preserve lessons, capabilities, and expertise built over the past 10 years; and to
maintain a technological edge to meet future challenges.

CUTTING FORCES/HOLLOW FORCE

96. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, you have stated that a hollow force is one
that has been rendered incapable of performing the mission that we expect it to con-
duct. With a hollow force, units do not have the resources, personnel, equipment,
and training necessary to make them capable or ready to execute the defense strate-
gies that secure our country. As the military draws down after a decade of war,
what strategic approach would you implement to ensure we retain the appropriate
balance of training, readiness, and modernization to prevent the force from becom-
ing hollow?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that last year the President approved the Department’s
Strategic Guidance which provided priorities as well as force sizing direction. This
was designed to ensure the Department could meet the missions we foresee and re-
spond to the unexpected in a balanced way. However, any dramatic changes to the
resources of the Department, such as with sequestration, would force military and
civilian leaders to reevaluate that strategy.

97. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Hagel, as conventional warfare becomes more tech-
nology-based, how do you believe that we should retain talent, especially in the
fields of information technology and cyber warfare when the technology sector is
able to provide pay and benefits that far exceed what the Government can offer?

Mr. HAGEL. Maintaining personnel critical technical skills will be an increasingly
important challenge for DOD. Although the private sector may be able to offer bet-
ter pay and benefits in some cases, my experience with DOD personnel has shown
me again and again not only their talent but their commitment to their national
security mission. In order to recruit and retain these talented individuals in infor-
mation technology and cyberspace, I will use every tool I have afforded by OPM.
In addition to many opportunities that the private sector cannot offer, DOD can
focus on new ways to recruit, train, and retain talented cyber professionals. These
include scholarships, partnerships, ensuring that technical people stay in mission
essential technical jobs, and working creatively with the National Guard and Re-
serve components. If confirmed, I will work with DOD and congressional leaders to
address this challenge.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATORS KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND AND RICHARD
BLUMENTHAL

AUTISM

98. Senator GILLIBRAND and Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, we have worked
very hard this year to pass a bipartisan, bicameral provision funding autism serv-
ices under TRICARE. Unfortunately we only funded a 1-year project. We under-
stand that you were also supportive of early intervention and treatment of autism.
We'd like to work with you to find a way to permanently fund Tricare’s coverage
of autism services.

Mr. HAGEL. As I understand it, the TRICARE program provides medical benefits
under the basic program and provides non-medical support benefits (including res-
pite care) to Active Duty Families under the Extended Health Care Option (ECHO).



240

TRICARE has always covered medical benefits such as speech and physical therapy,
to individuals with an Autism diagnosis under the medical benefit. In addition,
TRICARE has implemented coverage of Applied Behavioral Analysis (ABA) as a
medical benefit, and is reviewing additional provider treatment options for medical
care. This medical care will be provided by authorized TRICARE providers who are
licensed or certified to provide ABA therapy. If I am confirmed, I look forward to
working with you on this important issue that affects so many families.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
VIETNAM ERA VETERANS

99. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, an estimated 70,000 veterans who served
in the Vietnam war suffered from undiagnosed at the time Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder (PTSD) during their service and were given less-than-honorable dis-
charges. I understand that less than 2 percent of those who have applied for dis-
charge upgrades have been successful before the Army’s records correction boards.
In contrast, today’s military personnel are properly and, if appropriate, given a med-
ical discharge, which entitles them to disability compensation, medical care, and
support. If confirmed, will you review the decisions and guidance of the Army
records correction boards with regards to the denial of Vietnam veterans’ requests
for discharge upgrades?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I understand that the Boards for the Correction of Military
Records all operate under procedures approved by the Secretary of Defense and if
conéirmed, I will ensure that those procedures protect all veterans suffering from
PTSD.

MILITARY-TO-MILITARY RELATIONS

100. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, as a component of the Northern Distribu-
tion Network (NDN), Azerbaijan provides ground and naval transit for roughly 40
percent of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) coalition’s supplies
bound for Afghanistan. Azerbaijan has extended important over-flight clearance,
landing, and refueling operations for U.S. and NATO flights to support ISAF. In
2012, more than 150 aeromedical evacuation flights of U.S. Air Mobility Command
were flown over Azerbaijan, rushing more than 2,200 patients to a higher level of
medical care. How do you assess current U.S.-Azerbaijan military-to-military rela-
tions and what will be your policy to expand this strategic partnership?

Mr. HAGEL. My assessment is that the U.S.-Azerbaijan defense relationship is
strong—but still has room to grow. If confirmed, I will build on existing cooperation
and ensure DOD continues to engage in regular consultations at high levels with
Azerbaijani counterparts to identify areas where we can strengthen our cooperation
and partnership. That growth will be based on shared interests and willingness to
cooperate, available resources, and capacity to absorb new programs. I will also con-
tinue our engagement with Azerbaijan aimed at supporting Azerbaijan’s defense re-
forms, its ability to interoperate with NATO, to deploy forces in support of coalition
operations, and its capacity to address terrorism and other transnational threats
and secure its maritime borders and energy infrastructure. I would look for the
United States to be Azerbaijan’s partner of choice and help Azerbaijan’s defense es-
tablishment contribute to regional security and stability.

101. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, in September 2012, Secretary of Defense
Leon Panetta invited the Chinese PLA to observe the Rim of the Pacific (RIMPAC)
military exercise that will take place in 2014. In 2012, RIMPAC involved partici-
pants from more than 20 countries. If confirmed, would you consider extending a
similar invitation to observe RIMPAC to Taiwan?

Mr. HAGEL. The United States is firm in its commitment to Taiwan’s self-defense
needs under the Taiwan Relations Act. That relationship includes defense ex-
changes and other interactions consistent with our unofficial relationship and as
provided for in the Taiwan Relations Act. If confirmed, I will work to identify appro-
priate exchanges and interactions to assist Taiwan’s self-defense capabilities, and
contribute to peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait.

102. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed as Secretary of Defense, what
additional steps would you take to strengthen our military-to-military relationship
with Israel?
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Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will consider what additional steps could further
strengthen our military relationship with Israel, including but not limited to missile
defense, intelligence sharing, counterterrorism, and maritime security. I know that
over the past 4 years the administration has taken unprecedented steps to expand
our cooperation with Israel. Today, with congressional support, the United States
provides Israel over $3 billion annually in Foreign Military Financing (FMF), which
1s the backbone of our commitment to Israel’s defense. This financial support is com-
plemented by extensive military-to-military cooperation, including joint exercises. If
confirmed, I will seek to ensure that we build on this cooperation and expand it into
new areas as the United States and Israel address emerging threats at this time
of historic change in the Middle East. I believe we have a tremendous opportunity
for further expansion of our missile defense efforts as well as cooperation in areas
like space and cyberspace.

The foundation for successful cooperation is the close personal relationships U.S.
military and defense civilian leaders have with Israeli military and defense leader-
ship. Secretary Gates and Secretary Panetta, as well as the Chairmen of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, have all developed very close relationships with their counterparts.
Continuing with this tradition will be one of my highest priorities if I am confirmed.
This will be vital to ensuring that we understand Israel’s defense requirements, and
to finding ways to address mutual threats that meet our common interests.

103. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, what role does Israel’s participation in the
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program have in maintaining Israel’s qualitative military
edge in the region?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that the JSF will be a core component of Israel’s qualitative
military edge (QME). Israel’s QME is predicated upon its ability to defend itself, by
itself, from any and all threats in the region—whether the threat comes from state
or non-state actors or a coalition of states. Air superiority is one of the most impor-
tant components to Israel’s QME, and the unique capabilities of the JSF will ensure
Israeli air superiority for decades. Israel will be the only nation in the region with
a fifth generation fighter aircraft, and Israel’s JSF will be tailored to meet its spe-
cific security requirements.

RESERVE COMPONENT MOBILIZATION

104. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, following the September 11, 2001, terrorist
attacks against the United States, President Bush issued a partial mobilization of
the Reserve components, authorizing the involuntary mobilization of up to 1 million
members of the National Guard and Reserves at any one time for repeated service
of up to 2 years. National Guard units like the 143rd Military Police Company out
of West Hartford and the 1048th Transportation Company out of Stratford have
served in Afghanistan for repeated deployments. I know the sustainability of an
operational reserve is something that concerns you. In 2007, you introduced an
amendment limiting the deployment of servicemembers serving in Iraq to 12
months. While the National Guard and Reserve have served with distinction, the
operational reserve has without question had impacts that need to be addressed
here at home. What is your vision for maintaining readiness levels within the Re-
serve component without continued Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) fund-
ing post-2014?

Mr. HAGEL. I appreciate Congress’ efforts in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2012 to
increase authorities to fully use the Reserves in a planned and programmed man-
ner. Without OCO, the required Reserve component readiness funding would need
to be included in the Department’s annual baseline budget to align resources with
the Department’s long-term mission needs.

105. Senator BLUMENTHAL. Mr. Hagel, what mobilization authority is appropriate
to use as we continue our counterterrorism efforts with the Reserve component?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, and in light of the new strategy, I will consider the ques-
tion of additional mobilization authorities, but at the present time I believe that ap-
propriate policies and procedures are in place and current laws are adequate.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MAZIE K. HIRONO
U.S.-PACIFIC TIES

106. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, given the increasingly complex interrelation-
ships of military, economic, political and diplomatic policies relevant to regional se-
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curity issues, what is your view on the role for DOD institutes like Hawaii’s Asia-
Pacific Center for Security Studies (APCSS) in advancing some of the goals of the
rebalance to the Pacific and also in accomplishing a U.S. Pacific Command
(PACOM) objective of developing professional and personal ties among with our al-
lies throughout the region? APCSS brings together military and civilian representa-
tives of the United States and Asia-Pacific nations to address regional and global
?ecurity issues through its comprehensive program of executive education and con-
erences.

Mr. HAGEL. APCSS contributes to advancing America’s Pacific rebalance by en-
hancing professional and personal ties with partners throughout the region,
strengthening defense institutional capacity, promoting critical thinking on regional
security issues, and providing a venue for communication and exchange of ideas in-
volving military and civilian participants. I agree that APCSS has a unique con-
vening ability to bring together influential civilian and military decisionmakers from
governments in the region with business and civil society leaders.

107. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, in your response to an advance policy question
concerning additional steps the United States should take to defend against the
North Korean ballistic missile threat, you state that the “United States should also
seek to enhance bilateral and trilateral missile defense cooperation with our ROK
[Republic of Korea] and Japanese allies particularly in the area of information shar-
ing.” Last year, the Korean public’s opposition, inflamed by heightened tensions
with Japan, largely led to the failure of the ROK Government to sign an agreement
with Japan that would allow the two countries to exchange key military intelligence.
If confirmed, what would you do to enhance bilateral and trilateral defense coopera-
tion with these allies?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will continue to explore ways to deepen our alliance
cooperation with Japan and South Korea, emphasize and encourage trilateral co-
operation, and, where possible, support efforts to strengthen ties between the two
countries. I understand there are significant cooperative efforts already underway,
including the Defense Trilateral Talks, which recently were conducted at the assist-
ant Secretary level in Tokyo, and I would continue these initiatives, if confirmed.
Deeper trilateral cooperation enhances our Alliance capabilities, sends a powerful
message to the region, and serves to reinforce deterrence against possible aggres-
sion.

108. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, in your response to the advance policy question
on the status of the U.S.-China relationship, you recognize the fact that “China is
rapidly modernizing its military and increasingly asserting claims to territory”. If
confirmed, how should the United States respond to China’s increasingly aggressive
actions over the Senkaku Islands and what steps will you take to assure our Japa-
nese allies of America’s commitments to defend Japanese territory under Article V
of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security.

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will continue our longstanding commitments to all of
our Treaty allies, including Japan. My understanding is that the administration has
made clear that while the United States takes no position on the sovereignty of the
Senkaku Islands, our Treaty commitments apply to all territories under the admin-
istration of Japan. I would support continuing this policy and communicate it clearly
to all parties involved in this issue. If confirmed, I also would continue U.S. efforts
to promote the peaceful handling of the Senkaku Island dispute by all parties while
at the same time ensuring that the United States maintains the ability to fulfill all
of its security commitments.

109. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, in 2011, while I was attending the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit in Hawaii, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
appeared at the East-West Center in Honolulu and gave an address titled “Amer-
ica’s Pacific Century”. In her remarks, she stated that the United States has “a
strong relationship with Taiwan, an important security and economic partner ... .”
In what specific ways will you build on this existing foundation and further enhance
this important relationship as Secretary of Defense?

Mr. HAGEL. The United States is firm in its commitment to Taiwan’s self-defense
needs under the Taiwan Relations Act. This could include the provision of defense
articles and services, consistent with the Taiwan Relations Act, as well as training
opportunities designed to improve Taiwan’s self-defense capabilities.

110. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, what is your current assessment of our relation-
ships with Japan, South Korea, Australia, the Philippines, and Taiwan? Please de-
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scribe your goals should you be confirmed as Secretary of Defense for each of these
relationships.

Mr. HAGEL. My understanding is that our relationships with these allies and part-
ners remain extraordinarily strong, and, if confirmed, I would ensure that we con-
tinue to prioritize our critical alliances and partnerships in the Asia-Pacific region.

Japan is the linchpin of our presence in Asia. Japan is an increasingly critical
partner in missile defense, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, maritime se-
curity, and other important areas. If confirmed, I would continue the work of my
predecessors to broaden and deepen this critical alliance to ensure that it is capable
of responding to the security challenges of the 21st century.

The United States has a similarly robust relationship with the Republic of Korea
(ROK). My understanding is that we have a comprehensive agenda aimed at facili-
tating the smooth transfer of wartime operational control in 2015, and ensuring the
ROK Government has the capabilities necessary to defend the peninsula. If con-
firmed, I would continue these important efforts, and would also continue to stress
the importance of trilateral ties between Japan, the ROK, and the United States.

The U.S.-Australia alliance is very strong, reflecting the enduring bonds forged
through the sacrifices of United States and Australian forces in every major conflict
of the last 100 years. The joint U.S.-Australia force posture initiatives in northern
Australia reflect a reality we all recognize: security and prosperity of our two great
nations is inextricably linked to the security and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific re-
g‘}ilon. If confirmed, my goal would be to continue to invest in this critical relation-
ship.

I understand that our alliance with the Philippines has matured substantially
during the Obama and Aquino administrations. Over the past few years, our de-
fense relationship has developed in many important dimensions. If confirmed, I
would continue this trend by exploring options for increased rotational presence for
U.S. forces in the Philippines while continuing to support the Philippines’ develop-
ment of a minimum credible defense capability.

The Taiwan Relations Act provides that the United States “will make available
to Taiwan such defense articles and defense services in such quantity as may be
necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability.” That
policy has contributed to peace and stability in the region for over 30 years and is
consistent with longstanding U.S. policy, which calls for a peaceful resolution of the
Taiwan issue in a manner acceptable to the people on both sides of the Taiwan
Strait. If confirmed, I would work closely with Congress, the Commander of U.S.
Pacific Command, and the Department’s interagency partners to ensure the contin-
ued effective implementation of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act.

WOMEN IN COMBAT

111. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, in light of DOD’s recent announcement with re-
gard to the role of women in combat, I'd like to ask about the priority you will give
to developing implementation plans to move forward with the U.S. NAP on WPS
released by the White House in December 2011. It is my understanding that the
%epalz‘;ment of State and USAID have released implementation plans building on
the NAP.

If the White House plan envisions an active role in this regard by DOD, I would
be interested in your vision for moving forward in this regard.

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that, in the first year of implementation, the Depart-
ment made noteworthy progress on the NAP for WPS objectives both internally and
with a range of foreign defense partners. First and foremost was Secretary Panetta’s
decision to rescind the restriction on women in direct combat, a decision I applaud.
Externally, in bilateral and multilateral engagements, I am told combatant com-
mands and our Regional Centers are focused on building the capacity of partner
militaries to promote and strengthen gender equality.

I understand that the Department is developing a DOD Instruction to institu-
tionalize the NAP’s priorities. If confirmed, I would continue this progress in imple-
menting the NAP and ensure the Department continues to lead by example on WPS
issues.

FAMILY PROGRAMS

112. Senator HiroNO. Mr. Hagel, last year I attended a graduation ceremony at
Pearl Harbor-Hickam Air Force Base. The graduates were 4-year-olds from military
families involved in a YMCA [Young Men’s Christian Association] program. These



244

kids reminded me that when our men and women in uniform are deployed, their
families serve too. In the House of Representatives, I was the Co-Chair of the House
Impact Aid Coalition. Impact Aid helps support local school districts that educate
military-connected children. Please elaborate on how you will work to provide child
care and educational opportunities to the children of military families.

Mr. HAGEL. I fully support the Impact Aid program, and these funds are primarily
delivered through the Department of Education to local school districts. In addition,
DOD has been providing hundreds of millions of dollars to local school districts
through a congressionally-directed program to rebuild locally owned schools located
on military bases that are falling into disrepair. More directly, DOD has spent bil-
lions of dollars on a multi-year program to rebuild Department owned schools that
are in failing condition.

I believe that it is the duty of the Department to prepare military families to cope
with the challenges that military service brings In order to build and sustain resil-
ient military families, the Department must continue to focus on programs that en-
hance their social, financial, educational and psychological well-being.

I believe there are opportunities to improve the efficiency and accessibility of the
resources and programs that the Department, other Federal agencies, State and
local governments, and Department partners like the YMCA provide our service-
members and their families. If confirmed, I will explore these opportunities and how
zve cim better coordinate efforts to more effectively provide programs to our military
amilies.

RECRUIT READINESS

113. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, recently, a group of retired generals and admi-
rals called Mission Readiness found that 75 percent of young Americans ages 17 to
24 are unable to join the military, primarily because they are poorly educated, phys-
ically unfit, or involved in crime. As Secretary of Defense, how will you work with
other Federal agencies to combat these problems and improve the pool of potential
recruitments?

Mr. HAGEL. Today’s enlistment qualification standards are well-defined, supported
by years of experience, and have stood the test of time. They are driven by the need
to provide the Services with men and women who are prepared to adapt to the rig-
ors of military life and meet performance requirements. It is imperative we main-
tain the highest standards for these reasons.

If confirmed, I will work closely with organizations such as Mission Readiness, the
National Prevention Council and the First Lady’s office to address these issues. I
will explore opportunities in the Department to pilot healthy initiatives at several
military installations to serve as a model for the department, and the Nation.

ENERGY SECURITY

114. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, across the globe resource scarcity, political and
social upheaval, and other factors are changing the nature of the threats our Nation
faces. These new challenges are particularly pronounced when we consider the glob-
al energy markets on which we rely. Prices are set based on global demand—not
U.S. strategic and operational concerns—and many of the source nations are not our
closest allies. Do you view U.S. energy security as a vital component to our overall
national security?

Mr. HAGEL. Energy security is central to national security. DOD can play a role
in promoting U.S. energy security in two ways.

First, DOD can improve the energy security of military operations and defense fa-
cilities. The Department has a long history of harnessing innovation to meet defense
challenges in ways that can benefit the civilian economy, and there is potential for
such gains in this case.

Second and more broadly, a core mission for DOD is preventing conflict, through
deterrence and forward presence, partnerships with other nations, and a range of
other activities. The Department also plays a supporting part in whole-of-govern-
ment efforts to build peace, stability, and prosperity around the world. I view the
Department’s shaping and prevention efforts as vital to our overall national secu-
rity, given the complexity of current and emerging threats and challenges. In that
context, energy security is both part of the challenge and the response for DOD.

115. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, what role, if any, do you believe that DOD has
in supporting efforts to increase U.S. energy security?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #114.
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116. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Hagel, Congress has included provisions in past NDAAs
to give the Secretary of Defense the guidance, tools, and support for initiatives in-
tended to improve the military’s energy security and reduce fuel costs. These include
section 526 of the Energy Independence and Security Act, establishment of an Office
of Operational Energy Plans and Programs headed by an assistant secretary, and
other provisions. If confirmed, do you intend to continue to encourage the Services
to utilize these authorities to meet their operational and installation energy needs
effectively?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TiM KAINE
ATLANTIC-PACIFIC MILITARY PRESENCE

117. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, in 2012, DOD released its new strategy, noting
a rebalance to Asia while also maintaining our commitments in the Middle East.
This strategy is heavily dependent on the maritime forces of the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps. What is your view on the necessity of maintaining our naval power pro-
jection in the Atlantic in order to maintain our presence in the Middle East, espe-
cially given the threat of Iran to the region?

Mr. HAGEL. Today, the United States must be able to project naval power glob-
ally, with a strategic emphasis on rebalancing to the Asia-Pacific region and main-
taining presence in and around the Middle East. Our Atlantic fleet will continue to
play a vital role in meeting our global demands. If confirmed, I would work with
the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations, the Commandant of the
Marine Corps, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to ensure a strong and
sustainable Navy and Marine Corps that can prevail in light of current and pro-
jected challenges.

118. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, please describe your view on our naval presence,
given the current defense strategic guidance and ongoing conflicts in the Middle
East and North Africa region.

Mr. HAGEL. Historically, the Nation has used globally deployable Naval forces to
provide presence and power projection capabilities in multiple regions, often shifting
between regions on short notice in response to emerging security threats. Naval
presence will continue to be vital if we are to rebalance toward the Asia Pacific
while maintaining our defense commitments in the Middle East and elsewhere. If
confirmed, I would work with the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to ensure a strong and sustainable Navy and Marine Corps that can prevail
in light of current and projected challenges.

SHIPBUILDING

119. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, State shipbuilding plans are critical to meet our
strategic needs, as well as critical to maintain our defense industrial base and sup-
ply chain. Given the affordability challenges facing the defense industry, you have
the responsibility to ensure that you set the course for our Navy’s force structure
and maintain the Nation’s security, all while balancing cost and risk of shipbuilding
efforts. Would you agree to work closely with me, with this committee, and with this
Congress in addressing our shipbuilding needs?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

120. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, will you remain committed to ensuring that the
vessels we build for our sailors and marines are the finest this Nation can produce
and that they meet military classifications for warships?

Mr. HAGEL. I am committed to ensuring that survivability shall be addressed on
all new surface ship, combat systems and equipment designs, overhauls, conver-
sions, and modernizations in order that the design is provided a balance of surviv-
ability performance, risk, and cost within program objectives.

121. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, will you agree to analyze all avenues of optimal
program management and cost control measures in shipbuilding in order to allow
shipbuilders to optimize design and save taxpayers’ dollars?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.
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DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

122. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, numerous studies by the Defense Business Board,
GAO, and others point to a need for increased collaboration between industry and
DOD. This becomes ever more important as the need for efficiencies increases and
the number of industry participants decreases. DOD must provide our
servicemembers with the best equipment possible. Enhancing innovation for defense
applications through the current acquisition system may be an ongoing challenge in
this fiscal environment. How will DOD sustain and improve capabilities that have
been developed through collaborative innovation with industry?

Mr. HAGEL. Industry is our partner in defending this Nation and I fully recognize
the vital role it plays in our national security. If confirmed, I will assess our current
programs regarding collaborative efforts with industry, particularly in the areas of
research and development, to leverage the innovation of the private sector.

123. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, what is your assessment of the health of the de-
fense industrial base and areas that require more attention?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe in a strong, healthy industrial base, and I am concerned that
changes in the defense market may impact that base. If confirmed, I will ensure
the Department has a process to assess fragility of the capabilities needed provide
our military with the best equipment in the world.

VETERAN ASSISTANCE

124. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, you noted in your advance policy questions your
commitment to improving the care veterans receive as they transition from Active
Duty to civilian life. In the past few years, we have seen a high rate of unemploy-
ment among veterans, as well as increasing rates of suicide among this population.
In your view, what are the most critical areas of improvement for veterans care?

Mr. HAGEL. This is a far ranging issue that will warrant significant attention
from me, if confirmed. It is my understanding that our current focus areas are pro-
viding: a seamless transition of health information from DOD to the Department of
Veterans Affairs, timely processing of disability claims, and transitional support
such as employment assistance and related help. If confirmed, I will evaluate the
entire domain of veteran’s transition for effectiveness and where we need more im-
provement.

125. Senator KAINE. Mr. Hagel, what are the areas of potential collaboration
among public and private sector entities?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that there are numerous areas where public and private
collaborations could advance solutions for some of our most pressing issues with vet-
erans care. These include opportunities to collaborate in: scientific research; improv-
ing access to mental health care and piloting new and innovative models of care;
ensuring that military training in medical triage and care provision translates to
employment in the private sector through collaboration with professional organiza-
tions, certification bodies, and academic training programs (e.g., medics serving as
EMTs); and developing evidenced-based care guidelines and treatment protocols for
psychological health and Traumatic Brain Injury.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ANGUS S. KING, JR.
CONCERN ABOUT THE INDUSTRIAL BASE

126. Senator KING. Mr. Hagel, last year, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO),
Admiral Jonathan Greenert, testified before this committee about the consequences
of sequestration for shipbuilding. Admiral Greenert said that if sequestration kicks
in, we will lose capabilities in some of our shipyards and we would be looking at
a fleet of 230 ships compared to the current fleet of 285 ships. He went on to say,
“I'm very concerned about an industrial base that would be able to adjust from se-
questration. It would be very difficult to keep a shipbuilder that could be efficient
in building the types of ships we need.” In short, he described the very type of irre-
versible consequences that we must avoid. I am proud of the workers at Bath Iron
Works in my home State, but this issue is larger than that because the six remain-
ing shipyards that build Navy ships are truly strategic assets that once lost, cannot
be restored in a timely manner. Do you agree with the CNO’s assessment and share
my alarm that sequestration will result in greater per unit costs, an unacceptable
danger to our industrial base, and a smaller Navy fleet?



247

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, I agree that the industrial base is a strategic asset that needs
to be protected and that sequestration may have irreversible impacts in the long
term. Sequestration budget cuts would certainly reduce ship procurement and main-
tenance, impacting fleet size. Sequestration would also implement automatic spend-
ing cuts without regard for strategy or priorities, so the Navy would be forced into
a position where they could not execute contract options that were negotiated to
minimize unit costs and stabilize workload in the shipyards. If confirmed, I will
work with Congress to avert sequestration and work with the Navy to protect the
industrial base.

DDG—51 DESTROYER PROGRAM

127. Senator KING. Mr. Hagel, the enacted NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013 authorized
a multi-year procurement of up to 10 DDG-51 destroyers during the next 5 years
beginning in fiscal year 2013. The Appropriations Committees of both the House of
Representatives and the Senate adopted fiscal year 2013 defense appropriations
bills also included funding to support a 10-ship program. Multi-years present unique
opportunities to procure required major defense systems more cost effectively than
through annual procurements. I realize that enactment of the fiscal year 2013 de-
fense appropriations legislation is required before the Navy can execute this vital
multi-year procurement and achieve cost savings while also helping to stabilize our
specialized shipbuilding industrial base. Will you let the leadership on both sides
of the aisle in the Senate and the House of Representatives know how critical it
is that we enact a fiscal year 2013 Defense Appropriations Bill?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will certainly continue to stress to Congress the impor-
tance of receiving an enacted fiscal year 2013 Defense Appropriations Bill. A year-
long CR reduces the Department’s funding flexibility by spending money on last
year’s priorities not this year’'s—an untenable position. It also pushes the Depart-
ment to use month-to-month contracts and prohibits doing “new starts” in military
construction or acquisition programs.

BERRY AMENDMENT

128. Senator KING. Mr. Hagel, according to the Berry Amendment, DOD cannot
procure clothing items unless they are produced in the United States. Congress first
established this domestic preference for DOD procurement in 1941, and for decades
the military branches complied by issuing American-made uniforms, including ath-
letic footwear, for our troops. In recent years, however, DOD has circumvented this
pﬁlicy by issuing cash allowances to soldiers for their own purchase of training
shoes.

New Balance makes a compliant athletic shoe. New Balance has 5,000 pairs of
Berry-compliant footwear sitting on their shelves, as we speak. Next year, enforcing
compliance with Berry would actually save money. Currently, the Navy gives a $68
cash allowance to recruits, and Berry-compliant shoes from New Balance cost $68.
Next year, the allowance will increase to $74, but the Berry-compliant shoe cost will
remain the same. That’s a $6 savings per pair of running shoes.

Will you review this policy and work to assure that compliant gear is purchased
and U.S. jobs are protected?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will review the Department’s policies pertaining to the
athletic running shoes provided to military enlisted recruits and will ensure the De-
partment meets its obligations under the Berry Amendment.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE
TAIWAN RELATIONS

129. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the 1979 Taiwan Relations Act and the Six As-
surances of 1982 have contributed to the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific re-
gion for the past 3 decades. With the military balance—including air superiority—
gradually shifting in China’s favor, what are your plans to implement the security
commitment the United States has for Taiwan under this framework?

Mr. HAGEL. In my view, the increasing complexity and sophistication of the mili-
tary threat to Taiwan from China means that Taiwan must devote greater attention
to asymmetric concepts and innovative technologies to maximize Taiwan’s strengths
and advantages. If confirmed, I would work closely with Congress, throughout DOD,
and with our interagency partners to ensure the continued effective implementation
of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan Relations Act.
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I believe that we should make available to Taiwan those defense articles and de-
fense services which enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability,
today and into the future. If confirmed, I will look at what specific self-defense capa-
bilities Taiwan needs in light of the security situation in the Taiwan Strait and the
evolving military capabilities on the mainland.

130. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, as Taiwan is likely to retire some of its older
fighter aircraft in the next 5 to 10 years, do you believe that sales of advanced air-
craft are an important next step in this commitment?

Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #129.

EAST CHINA SEA

131. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, last August, Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou pro-
posed an East China Sea Peace Initiative to address the ongoing dispute between
Japan and China over the Senkaku or Diaoyutai Islands. While Taiwan also claims
sovereignty over the islands as part of the Republic of China, it “calls on all parties
concerned to resolve disputes peacefully based on the U.N. Charter and relevant
provisions in international law.” In its proposal, Taiwan goes on to call on all parties
to:

Refrain from taking any antagonistic actions;

Shelve controversies and not abandon dialogue;

Observe international law and resolve disputes through peaceful means;

Seek consensus on a code of conduct in the East China Sea; and

Establish a mechanism for cooperation on exploring and developing resources
in the East China Sea.

Do you believe that such an initiative is a constructive and necessary step in re-
solving the dispute in a peaceful and comprehensive manner?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, working with the Secretary of State and other inter-
agency counterparts, I would carefully consider any initiative that seeks to reduce
tensions and facilitate a diplomatic solution to the current tensions.

S oo

EAST ASIA

132. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, Myanmar has been invited as an observer to the
Cobrla ?Gold exercises in 2013. Do you believe inclusion of the Burmese military is
timely?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that plans call for two Burmese military officers to be
included in the Cobra Gold Observer Program as a way to promote the Burmese
military’s exposure to the international community and international norms of be-
havior. I believe that this step is timely and sensible. I also agree with the current
Department stance that future participation should be contingent on continued
progress by the Government of Burma in consolidating democratic reforms, improv-
ing its human rights record, promoting national reconciliation, and suspending mili-
tary ties to North Korea.

133. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you envision that the Burmese will be
brought into security partnerships with the United States bilaterally or through
multilateral arrangements with regional militaries?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the administration’s approach of cautious and calibrated en-
gagement with the Burmese military through bilateral and multilateral arrange-
ments. If confirmed, I will consult with Congress regarding the scope and scale of
bilateral engagement. I also agree with the current policy that a normalization of
defense relations with Burma can only occur if the Government of Burma continues
its efforts to democratize, improves its human rights record, implements national
reconciliation efforts with its various ethnic groups, and suspends military ties to
North Korea. I also support robust multilateral engagement of the United States
with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and its ASEAN Defense
l\illinisters Meeting-Plus (ADMM+) efforts, of which Burma is a member and will be
chair in 2014.

134. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, will a reduction of DOD’s budget impact security
cooperation and regional security in East Asia?

Mr. HAGEL. As the President has stated, the United States is a Pacific power with
enduring interests in the peace and security of the region. If confirmed, I will work
to uphold and prioritize our security commitments in the Asia-Pacific region. How-
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ever, sequestration’s effects would be disastrous for the Department and would ne-
cessitate a review of the new defense strategy.

135. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, will budget cuts impact our ability to perform
humanitarian relief missions or participate in military exercises like Thailand’s
Cobra Gold?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I would continue ongoing efforts to ensure that the
United States remains the security partner of choice in the Asia-Pacific region. How-
ever, sequestration would necessitate a reevaluation of the U.S. defense strategy
and any further reductions could require adjustments to overall implementation of
the strategy.

IRAN

136. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the Iranian regime continues to threaten neigh-
bors—our allies in the region like Azerbaijan. There were news reports throughout
the past year that Azerbaijan’s security services arrested several activists belonging
to the Iranian intelligence service and Hezbollah. These operatives were suspected
of planning terrorist attacks against foreigners in the capital Baku, including the
U.S. and Israeli embassies. The United States has long-term interests in the Cas-
pian region and the South Caucasus. Azerbaijan and the United States cooperate
in countering terrorism, nuclear proliferation and narcotics trafficking, and pro-
moting security in the wider Caspian region and beyond. As a key component to the
NDN, Azerbaijan provides ground and naval transit for roughly 40 percent of the
ISAF coalition’s supplies bound for Afghanistan. Azerbaijan expressed its commit-
ment to support U.S. and NATO efforts in stabilizing Afghanistan beyond 2014 and
is among first eight non-NATO potential operational partners. Azerbaijan has been
extending important over-flight clearance, landing, and refueling operations for U.S.
and NATO flights to support ISAF. In 2012, more than 150 aero-medical evacuation
flights of U.S. Air Mobility Command have flown over Azerbaijan, rushing more
than 2,200 patients to a higher level of medical care. The United States has also
energy interests in the region and our energy companies have interests in exploring
Caspian Sea oil resources and deliver them westwards to provide for energy security
to our European allies.

If confirmed, what do you think DOD should do to strengthen the security of our
regional allies, like Azerbaijan, that face pressure and open threats from Iran on
a daily basis, and what are the areas you think we should look into to expand secu-
rity and defense cooperation with Azerbaijan to ensure it has adequate means to
defend its territory?

Mr. HAGEL. I have deep concerns about Iran’s destabilizing activities and recog-
nize the many shared interests between the United States and Azerbaijan. If con-
firmed, I would continue the Defense Department’s high level engagement with its
counterparts in Azerbaijan. In particular, I would seek to strengthen existing areas
of partnership and identify new areas of cooperation in support of Azerbaijan’s de-
fense reforms, its ability to interoperate with NATO and deploy to coalition oper-
ations, its capacity to address terrorism and other transnational threats and to se-
cure its maritime borders and energy infrastructure. I would look for the United
States to be Azerbaijan’s partner of choice and help Azerbaijan’s defense establish-
ment contribute to regional security and stability, such as by continuing to encour-
age Azerbaijan’s significant support to international efforts in Afghanistan.

MILITARY SUICIDES

137. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, I am very concerned about the significant rise
in military suicides. According to the most current published DOD Suicide Event
Report, 301 suicides occurred among military servicemembers in 2011. DOD re-
cently reported 349 suicides in 2012—more than the total number of deaths in-
curred in combat. Do you believe DOD is doing all it can to prevent the tragic num-
ber of suicides in the Military Services?

Mr. HAGEL. The Department is doing all that it can given the complex nature of
suicide and society’s limited base of knowledge in this realm. Suicide among our Na-
tion’s military is clearly tragic and will require solutions that are informed by evi-
dence of effectiveness. There is some proof that peer support and call lines help.
There is also a need to continue the focus on resilience building and leadership edu-
cation.

138. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what will you do to get this problem fixed?
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Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I am committed to seeing that programs that focus on
resiliency and leadership education continue and are further evaluated with addi-
tional research. Furthermore, I understand that the Department is in the process
of drafting its first comprehensive suicide prevention program policy. It would be
a top priority to review and implement this program policy as soon as it is ready.

139. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, is DOD fully funding the Services’ suicide pre-
vention programs and research programs that inform us about effective prevention
strategies?

Mr. HAGEL. I am not currently familiar with the details of our research program
spending in this area, but I share the views of the leadership of the Army and the
entire Department that this is a top priority. If confirmed, I will review these re-
search programs for efficiency and effectiveness in identifying strategies to prevent
suicides and will work to ensure that sufficient funding is available for this impor-
tant effort. As with other programs, sequestration could have a damaging impact
on our efforts in this area.

140. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, how will you continue to fund these
efforts under sequestration and a year-long Continuing Resolution?

Mr. HAGEL. The impact of sequestration combined with a year-long Continuing
Resolution will present the Department with very serious funding challenges. I am
deeply concerned about the significant rise in military suicides and am firmly com-
mitted to ensuring that the Department have the funds necessary to provide high-
quality behavioral health care to servicemembers and their families. But protecting
these vital personnel programs will require sacrifices in other important areas.

IMPACT OF SEQUESTRATION ON THE DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM AND FAMILY SUPPORT
PROGRAMS

141. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, in your advance policy questions you agreed with
the Joint Chiefs when they said that a full-year Continuing Resolution and seques-
tration would “damage our readiness, our people, and our military families.” Addi-
tionally, you stated: “Sustaining family programs in the current fiscally constrained
environment will be challenging, but it is of vital importance.”

Under sequestration, do you agree that morale will suffer and beneficiaries may
not be able to get the health care and support services they need?

Mr. HAGEL. I share the concern of our senior military leaders that the morale of
the force will be affected in ways that are unpredictable if sequester goes into effect
and disrupts our training, readiness, and family support programs. If confirmed, I
will attempt to ensure that reductions do not break faith with our troops and they
continue to receive the health care and support services they need.

142. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you ensure that defense budget
cuts will not hinder or harm the extraordinary care and support that our wounded
warriors and their families receive?

Mr. HAGEL. I want to make it clear that if confirmed I will make it a priority
to minimize the impact of sequestration on our wounded warriors and their families.
However, sequestration provides no exemption for military health care funding, and
across the board cuts to those programs are required by law if sequester takes place.
If confirmed, I will seek to protect funding for wounded warrior care to the greatest
extent possible, subject to those constraints.

BUDGET

143. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, during a series of video interviews with the Fi-
nancial Times on August 29, 2011, you were asked about the prospect of sequestra-
tion and its impact on DOD. When asked about the impact of an automatic $600
billion cut to DOD (beyond the $487 billion already proposed by the President in
April 2011), you appear to disagree with Secretary Panetta’s assessment that such
cuts would be devastating. Instead you stated that you feel DOD is “bloated” and
that “the Pentagon needs to be pared down”.

In an exchange with Senator Blunt at your confirmation hearing, my colleague
asked you to provide some specific examples of what you were referring to when you
identified the DOD budget as being “bloated.” During the hearing, you failed to pro-
vide any specificity, so please do so now of where you believe defense spending is
excessive and what accounts and programs you believe should be cut.
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Mr. HAGEL. I have never said that I support sequestration. I do not nor have I
ever supported sequestration. I support the 2011 Budget Control Act. I stand by my
view that inefficiency and waste exists in DOD that could and should be reduced
or eliminated. The record shows, in my view, that both the Department’s leadership
and Congress have expressed similar views. In his May 2010 speech at the Eisen-
hower library, then-Secretary Gates launched an effort to cut inefficiency and waste
in the Department that had grown up over the previous decade of rising budgets.

As he noted at the time, inefficiency is not just about money. He cited in that
speech a “top-heavy hierarchy” in DOD that was out of step with the 21st century.
Following that speech, the Department began reducing unneeded senior executive
and general officer positions to reduce layers of management.

In the Department’s next two budget submissions for fiscal year 2011 and fiscal
year 2012, they produced separate justification books, which the Committee has on
file, detailing plans to cut inefficiency and lower-priority programs by $178 billion
and then another $60 billion, respectively. I believe many of those reductions, in
areas such as information technology, smarter acquisition, streamlined manage-
ment, and reorganizations, are underway but not yet fully realized.

Notwithstanding these efforts by the Department, Congress was able to find addi-
tional savings and reduced defense spending below the level requested by the De-
partment in both of these fiscal years by approximately $20 billion per year.

143a. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe military resources should drive
strategy or should strategy drive resources?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe strategy should drive our resource decisions, but our strat-
egy must also be realistic and resource-informed.

144. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe that DOD should pursue a Na-
tiona;l Security Strategy that assumes a relatively high degree of risk for our mili-
tary?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the Department has developed a strategy that meets the
challenges of the current and future security environment that both minimizes risk
and complies with the fiscal constraints imposed by the Budget Control Act (BCA).
I also believe that by ending the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and rebalancing to
a strategic posture that modernizes alliances, builds partner capacity and maintains
a ready, agile and responsive force, we reduce the risk to our military.

145. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, if it is determined that the reductions being pro-
posed need to be revised and that additional resources are necessary to meet our
national security needs, do you believe you would have the flexibility to advocate
for a decrease in the $487 billion reduction to defense budgets if you determined
a significant adverse impact to national security?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will continue to work with OMB and Congress to seek
the resources necessary to provide the military capabilities the defense of our Na-
tion requires. However, the mechanism of sequestration enacted in the Budget Con-
trol Act and the lack of a full year appropriation are my immediate concerns as they
would severely limit the Department’s flexibility to ensure the military has the
funds it requires to fulfill its mission.

146. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, over the past 4 years this administration has
pursued the systematic disarming of U.S. military power under the guise of defense
budget cuts in order to maintain significantly higher levels of funding for non-secu-
rity-related domestic programs. In a letter I sent to Secretary Panetta earlier this
month, I reiterated that we are in full agreement that any additional cuts to defense
spending, especially those of the magnitude of sequestration, would be unacceptable
and will result in serious and lasting harm to the capabilities and readiness of our
military. Do you agree that sequestration would have lasting harm to the capabili-
ties and readiness of our military?

Mr. HAGEL. The combined impacts of a Continuing Resolution and Sequestration
will have a devastating impact on our readiness, especially given that we have a
shorter period of time and limited flexibility to manage where the reductions are
taken. Based on my assessment to date, sequestration would harm military readi-
ness and disrupt each and every investment program. Some of the more notable im-
pacts of sequester would be reduced global activities, less training which would de-
crease readiness, disruption of investment programs, limits on military construction,
and forced furloughs and hiring freezes for civilian workers.

147. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that averting sequestration should
be our highest priority?
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Mr. HAGEL. Adverting sequestration, as well as providing the Department a fiscal
year 2013 appropriations bill, should be Congress’ highest priority.

148. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that Congress and the administra-
tion have a shared responsibility in averting sequestration?

Mr. HAGEL. The ability to avoid sequestration and to pass a full-year appropria-
tions bill for DOD is within the power of Congress. It is my desire that Congress
and the administration reach an agreement on a balanced package of deficit reduc-
tions that leads to detriggering of sequestration and regular appropriation bills.

CYBERSECURITY

149. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, in your advance policy questions you stated that
it is “your understanding that the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has the
lead for domestic cybersecurity.” Cyberspace perhaps more so than any other do-
main is not bound and has little regard to geographical boundaries. When it comes
to the defense of the Homeland from a foreign attack what role do you believe DOD
should play?

Mr. HAGEL. DOD has the responsibility to defend, deter, and when directed by
the President, take action to defend the United States, its allies, and its interests
in cyberspace as in all domains. I agree that threats in cyberspace can cross both
physical boundaries and particular departmental responsibilities, and, therefore, be-
lieve it is critical for the Department to work closely with both the public and pri-
vate sectors. To support DOD national security responsibilities, I believe that the
Department must maintain a close partnership with DHS.

149a. Senator INHOFE. Do you believe DOD should be the principal U.S. Govern-
ment agency responsible for protecting the United States against foreign cyber-at-
tacks to the Homeland?

Mr. HAGEL. It is my understanding that DOD has the mission to defend the Na-
tion in cyberspace and that DHS should be the lead for coordinating the cybersecu-
rity of U.S. critical infrastructure. I support these roles and relationship.

150. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, I understand there is some confusion over the
role DHS would play in such an attack on the Homeland in cyberspace. Do you be-
lieve that DHS should have anything more than a supporting role to DOD in a
cyberattack against the Homeland?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that DOD has the mission to defend the Nation in
cyberspace, and that this includes a close partnership with DHS in its role of lead-
ing efforts for the cybersecurity of U.S. critical infrastructure, and non-DOD unclas-
sified government networks. I believe that DHS plays a vital role in securing unclas-
sified Federal civilian government networks and working with owners and operators
of critical infrastructure to secure their networks through risk assessment, mitiga-
tion, incident response capabilities, and sharing cyber threat and vulnerability infor-
mation. DOD supports DHS in its domestic role.

151. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, who, in your opinion, should be that principal
agency with the responsibility of coordinating the defense of the Homeland from a
foreign cyberattack and the response?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the current administration approach, in which DOD has the
responsibility to defend, deter, and, when directed by the President, take action to
defend the United States, its allies, and its interests in cyberspace as in all do-
mains. I also support DOD’s partnership with DHS in its role leading efforts for the
cybersecurity of U.S. critical infrastructure.

152. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, capabilities-wise, do you agree that DOD and the
National Security Agency have the most comprehensive set of resources to defend
the Nation from a foreign cyberattack?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. At the same time, I believe that DOD should work closely with
other departments and agencies that have unique responsibilities, capabilities, and
expertise, such as DHS and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

153. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that establishing bureaucracies and
duplicative efforts at DHS would be unwise?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that departments and agencies should not set up unnecessary
bureaucracies or duplicative efforts. In the cyber domain, I believe that DOD and
DHS should continue to team together to address cyber threats, understanding that
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each has specific roles and missions, and that DOD has the mission to defend the
Nation in cyberspace.

154. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, a recent Wall Street Journal article titled
“Banks seek U.S. Help on Iran Cybersecurity” states that “major U.S. banks are
pressing for government action to block or squelch what Washington officials say is
an intensifying Iranian campaign of cyberattacks against American financial institu-
tions.” The article asserts that some of the financial institutions are concerned by
the lack of U.S. Government response arguing that the banks “can’t be expected to
fend off attacks from a foreign government.” According to the article, “U.S. officials
have been weighing options, including whether to retaliate against Iran.”

What role do you believe DOD should play in events such as the recent/ongoing
Iranian attacks on the financial sector and do you believe there is an offensive role
DOD should be able to utilize via cyberspace?

Mr. HAGEL. Although I am not aware of the specific details of these events, DOD
plays a critical role in a whole-of-government effort to address threats to both our
national and economic security. The President has made clear that the United
States will respond to hostile acts in cyberspace as we would any other threat to
our country, and that the United States reserves the right to use all necessary
means, including military means as a last resort, to defend our Nation and our in-
terests. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department develops the necessary
cyber capabilities to defend and, if directed by the President, conduct offensive oper-
ations.

155. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, I was concerned to read in your advance policy
questions that you seem to believe that we are deterring and dissuading our adver-
saries in cyberspace. In a letter sent to Senator McCain last year by General Alex-
ander, the Commander of U.S. Cyber Command, he asked a similar question to
which Gen. Alexander simply stated “No ... much remains to be done across both
the public and private sector.”

Do you agree with General Alexander’s assessment? If not, why not?

Mr. HAGEL. I do believe that the United States has successfully deterred major
cyber attacks. However, I agree with General Alexander that there is much more
to be done to protect the Nation from cyber threats. If confirmed, I am committed
to continuing DOD efforts to strengthen the Department’s cyber capabilities and
support cybersecurity efforts across the public and private sector. One such oppor-
tunity would be to pass legislation that allows for increased information sharing on
cyber threats and the development of critical infrastructure cybersecurity standards
in partnership with the private sector.

156. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what role do you believe offensive cyber capabili-
ties should play in cyber deterrence?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that an important element of deterrence is to develop and
maintain a wide variety of capabilities, including cyber capabilities, that can impose
costs on a potential adversary. If confirmed, I will ensure that DOD provides the
President with a broad range of military options.

157. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the mission to defend the Home-
land will require both offensive and defensive cyber forces and tools?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I believe the Department must provide a wide range of credible
capabilities in all domains, both offensive and defensive, to defend the Nation.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

158. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you still support the Missile Defense Act of
1999?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, I co-sponsored the National Missile Defense Act of 1999, and I
continue to support the law.

159. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that protection of the United States
from the threat of ballistic missile attack is a critical national security priority?
Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

160. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree it is necessary to modernize and
expand our national missile defense, formally known as the GMD system, to keep
pace with the growing threat?
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Mr. HAGEL. I support the continued modernization, and expansion if necessary,
of the GMD system and the other missile defense efforts that can contribute to the
protection of the homeland in the future.

MISSILE DEFENSE IN EUROPE

161. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the deployment of SM-3 intercep-
tors in Poland and Romania, as currently planned, is provocative for the Russians?

Mr. HAGEL. While the Russians have argued that the later phases of the Euro-
pean Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) could undermine their strategic deterrent,
the United States has repeatedly stated that the EPAA is not directed at Russia
and will not have the capability to undermine Russia’s ICBM forces. I agree with
this view.

162. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you support President Obama’s commitment
to deploy SM-3 missiles in Romania and Poland as currently planned?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the President’s approach to missile defense in Europe, in-
cluding the deployment of the Aegis Ashore sites in Romania and Poland as cur-
rently planned. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department continues to support the
implementation of the European Phased Adaptive Approach.

163. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the United States should provide
legal assurances to Russia that would limit U.S. missile defense capabilities?

Mr. HAGEL. The President is on record as saying, and I agree, that the United
States cannot accept any limits on its BMD systems.

164. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree to inform this committee about on-
going discussions with the Russians concerning potential limits to U.S. missile de-
fense capabilities or cooperation with Russia in missile defense?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will keep Congress apprised as required by the 2013
NDAA.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS

165. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you support modernization of the nuclear
triad and the nuclear weapons complex, as per the stated intent of the President
in his Message to the Senate on the New START treaty?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the President’s commitment to a safe, secure, and effective
nuclear deterrent as long as nuclear weapons exist. I believe that modernizing nu-
clear forces and infrastructure is critical and should be a national priority. I also
believe that there is a continuing need to sustain the skilled workforce that under-
pins deterrence capabilities.

166. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that restoring NNSA’s production
infrastructure is necessary to allow excess warheads to be retired along with other
potential stockpile reductions to the nondeployed stockpile over time?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that modernizing the nuclear weapons production infrastruc-
ture is very important, and that doing so is necessary to reducing the stockpile
hedge over time.

167. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe it is important to have the capac-
ity to surge production in the event of significant geopolitical surprise?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that a modernized nuclear weapons infrastructure that
would allow production of additional warheads is important to hedge against signifi-
cant, unforeseen changes in the international security situation.

168. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what do you believe should be the proper role
of DOD in determining the annual funding requests for NNSA Weapons Activities?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that the Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC) provides a
statutory forum wherein the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration and DOD come together to make programmatic and funding decisions
and, as appropriate, recommendations for the Secretaries to coordinate require-
ments and expenditures. If confirmed, I look forward to working with the NWC and
the Secretary of Energy to best coordinate our requirements in a fiscally responsible
manner to continue to meet the Nation’s security needs.
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ARMS CONTROL COMPLIANCE

169. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that any outstanding nuclear weap-
ons treaty compliance concerns should be addressed before the United States pur-
sues further nuclear arms reduction negotiations with Russia?

Mr. HAGEL. Compliance with legal obligations is central to the effectiveness of
arms control treaties, and concerns about non-compliance must be addressed. If con-
firmed, I will ensure that DOD works with the Department of State and other inter-
agency partners in assessing and responding to compliance concerns. While resolu-
tion of such issues with Russia is clearly important, I do not believe that discussions
of possible further nuclear arms reductions need await resolution of all compliance
issues.

DOD FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

170. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, are you committed to modernizing DOD’s finan-
cial management systems?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I understand that implementation of modern, integrated busi-
ness systems is well underway and I will continue to monitor and support these ef-
forts. They must contribute to improved efficiency and must also sustain the quality
and fidelity of financial information that we need to manage with.

171. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, would you emphasize financial
management improvement and audit readiness as a top priority?

Mr. HAGEL. Improving the Department’s financial management capability is an
important priority and if confirmed, I will ensure that senior leaders are focused on
this goal and hold them accountable.

BUDGET CUTS AND OPERATIONAL READINESS

172. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, does the fiscal year 2013 defense budget of
$525.3 billion with $88.5 in OCO funding, affect DOD’s ability to “respond to every
contingency” as you highlighted in your opening statement?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, the Department’s ability to respond to contingencies is directly
related to the funding it receives which is translated into military capabilities. I be-
lieve the Department can implement the administration’s present strategy within
the budget it has requested. That said, if sequestration occurs, the Department
would need to significantly revise the defense strategy and, in all probability, would
need to make some hard choices about which of our current national defense capa-
bilities we could afford to retain.

AGING MILITARY EQUIPMENT

173. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the Chief of Staff of the Army, and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps have stated that they need at least 2 years of OCO
funding after withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan in order to reset their equip-
ment. If confirmed, will you be prepared to continue requesting OCO funding until
all equipment has been reset?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I believe that it will require considerable time to repair equip-
ment returning from operations in Afghanistan because of the nature of the repairs
and difficulty of removing the equipment from Afghanistan.

END STRENGTH REDUCTIONS

174. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do the planned reductions to Army and Marine
Corps end strengths affect DOD’s ability to “respond to every contingency” as you
highlighted in your opening statement?

Mr. HAGEL. Current reductions in the Army and Marine Corps are being carefully
managed in order to balance risk with the right mix of capabilities necessary to ful-
fill all of the missions required by the Defense Strategic Guidance. Currently, reduc-
tions are predicated on the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) plans to continue
off-ramping forces heading to Afghanistan. This risk we can manage. However, I am
very concerned about the risk to the Nation given the possibility of sequestration
and the potential for a full year Continuing Resolution. If not resolved, the fiscal
situation could have significant impact on the ability of the Department to do what
is required by the Defense Strategic Guidance. It is not the planned cuts to the
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Army and Marine Corps that cause significant risk, but rather the ones that we
may be forced to make due to the uncertain fiscal environment.

DEFENSE BUDGET PRIORITIES

175. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, during your testimony you stated that, if con-
firmed, you will confine the dollars we are going to spend in the defense budget for
defense purposes, in support of the warfighter. Do we also have your assurance that
you will submit a budget that reflects this commitment?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe a fundamental foundation of any defense budget submission
is to provide the best support we can to our warfighters and ensure their capabili-
ties, readiness and agility are sustained. If confirmed, I will uphold this commit-
ment.

INDUSTRIAL BASE

176. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what is your definition of the industrial base?

Mr. HAGEL. The defense industrial base is a diverse and dynamic set of companies
that provide both products and services, directly and indirectly, to national security
agencies, including the military. The defense industrial base includes companies of
all shapes and sizes from some of the world’s largest public companies to small busi-
nesses.

177. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, what will be your approach to pre-
serving the industrial base?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department continually assesses the
health of the industrial base. I will work closely with industry and Congress and
will be prepared to act to preserve needed skills and manufacturing capabilities, as
resources permit.

ACQUISITION REFORM

178. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, it seems that every time we have a change in
administrations or the Secretaries of Defense, another acquisition study is commis-
sioned, usually ignoring the 300 plus studies that have already produced a report.
If confirmed, what will be your approach to ensuring the acquisition system pro-
duces affordable capabilities that are responsive to the needs of the warfighter?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand the Department has undertaken a series of “Better Buy-
ing Power” initiatives as a broadbased collection of comprehensive, detailed, initia-
tives to improve acquisition practices and ensure the Department is procuring af-
fordable, technically achievable capabilities on cost and schedule. If confirmed, I will
examine these initiatives to ensure that they adequately address the problems with
the Department’s acquisition system.

GREEN AGENDA

179. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, following up on your testimony, you stated in
response to questions posed by the committee on your priorities for defense invest-
ments in energy technologies that “my broad priorities for defense energy invest-
ments will be those that: increase military capabilities, provide more mission suc-
cess, and lower total cost.”

With the budget cuts DOD is facing, how will your priorities impact DOD’s cur-
rent plan to invest $9 billion over the next 5 years on energy technology invest-
ments and an additional $4 billion for renewable energy facility projects?

Mr. HAGEL. I have not yet reviewed the Department’s budget related to energy
technologies. If confirmed, I will ensure that investments in the operational energy
area drive enhanced military capabilities, facilitate mission effectiveness, and lower
costs.

180. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, what criteria would you establish
to focus investments on your priorities?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, my main criteria will be to ensure that DOD invest-
ments enhance readiness and warfighting effectiveness and increase our national se-
curity.
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181. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe that defense funds should be used
to develop a commercial biofuels refinery?

Mr. HAGEL. The Nation’s long-term energy security would benefit from a competi-
tive, domestic renewable fuels industry; as a major consumer of liquid fuels, the De-
partment would benefit, as well. That said, I am not yet in a position to comment
on the trade-offs between the value of this investment and the other priorities of
the Department.

182. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe that critical operations and main-
tenance funds intended for the training, equipping, and readiness of our Armed
Forces should be used to pay for alternate fuels that exceed the cost of traditional
fossil fuels?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the Department’s primary operational energy goal should be
to ensure operational military readiness. I understand that most of the Depart-
ment’s investments in alternate fuels since 2003 have been for the purpose of ensur-
ing that military platforms can operate on a wide range of fuels, providing useful
military flexibility if and when they become commercially available and cost com-
petitive with petroleum products.

183. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, will you pledge to work with Congress to ensure
that all investments and purchases of renewable energy technologies and alternate
fuels are supported by specific congressional authorizations for that purpose?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department’s energy investments
comply with congressional authorizations.

184. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, according to a recent report by a major oil and
gas company, the United States will be energy self-sufficient in 2030. Other reports
by respected organizations have agreed. Do you agree that the United States could
become energy independent in the next 20 years?

Mr. HAGEL. I am greatly encouraged by the recent developments in the U.S. en-
ergy sector and the benefits for our economy.

185. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, how do you foresee this impacting U.S. foreign
policy?

Mr. HAGEL. Reducing the Nation’s dependence on foreign oil is an important na-
tional security imperative. That said, because oil prices are set on a global market
and will be for the foreseeable future, the stability of global oil markets will con-
tinue to be important for the U.S. economy.

U.S. AFRICA COMMAND

186. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the outgoing Secretary of Defense has been a
strong supporter of U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) and critical engagement and
operations ongoing throughout the continent of Africa. AFRICOM has less than
5,000 boots on the African continent to cover 54 countries and over 12 million
square miles. Its forces are completely shared with U.S. European Command
(EUCOM). How will the United States be able to adequately support AFRICOM op-
?ra‘fiions? given the cuts in EUCOM personnel, coupled with additional cuts in DOD
unding?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that our low-cost, small-footprint presence and operations in
Africa are appropriate to promoting our interests and addressing threats to us and
our partners. U.S. forces are managed globally to address ongoing needs anywhere,
so forces that operate in and around Africa extend beyond those assigned to
EUCOM. Moreover, since the attacks on our diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, I un-
derstand that the Department has undergone a rigorous evaluation of our military
posture across the region, to including assessing EUCOM and AFRICOM force pos-
ture. If confirmed, I would continue to ensure that we appropriately manage the al-
location of U.S. military forces across the globe, including in Africa, to ensure we
are best positioning ourselves on any given day for contingencies that may arise.

187. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the President’s new strategy calls for a “rebal-
ancing” of resources to the Asia Pacific theater, maintaining focus on the Middle
East, and “evolving” force posture in Europe. Do you believe the President’s new
Asia-focused strategy puts our operations at high risk for Africa and South America?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree with the Defense Department’s new strategy and move to re-
balance to the Asia-Pacific region while maintaining focus on challenges in the Mid-
dle East. The strategy also makes it clear that we will still have interests we need
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to protect in other regions of the world and that we will do so through continued
partnership, rotational presence, and smaller foot-print activities. If confirmed, I
will make sure that we are always mindful of how we address threats, manage risk,
and promote our interests in all parts of the world , and what role the U.S. military
and DOD play in that as part of an overall U.S. effort. However, we may have to
seek different approaches to pursuing our interests in these other regions if the size
of our overall defense budget declines further.

188. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the headquarters for AFRICOM is in Stuttgart,
Germany. Would you consider moving AFRICOM out of Germany and somewhere
in Africa?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand the Department has just completed a study that com-
pares the costs and benefits of moving the AFRICOM headquarters. In the end Sec-
retary Panetta considered both cost and operational factors and decided to keep the
headquarters in Stuttgart, Germany. When assessing possible relocation to the Afri-
can continent the Department considered the difficulties in determining a represent-
ative country on such a diverse continent, diplomatic challenges, high costs of infra-
structure, security concerns and mobility and access challenges. It was decided that
a move to the African continent was not feasible at this time.

BUDGET CUTS AND OPERATIONAL READINESS

189. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, you stated in responses to questions posed by
the committee in regard to the Joint Chief’s concerns about a hollow force that “the
concerns the Joint Chiefs have expressed about readiness come from a variety of fac-
tors, including the challenges of recovering from 10 years of operational stress, of
transitioning to a broader range of operations, and of doing all of this in the face
of fiscal austerity and budget uncertainty.” How do you plan to monitor risk and
t}ine pgtential mismatch between constrained resources and demands of operational
plans?

Mr. HAGEL. I am deeply impressed by the caliber and capabilities of our military
forces. It is vitally important that they be ready to respond to the Nation’s needs,
and I am concerned that further budget cuts will negatively affect readiness. If con-
firmed, I will get regular updates by the Joint Chiefs on where we must devote the
Department’s attention and resources to ensure the readiness of the force.

190. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe there currently exists a mismatch
between readiness requirements and military strategy when assessing the resources
available? Please explain.

Mr. HAGEL. Maintaining ready forces is a priority. If confirmed, I will work with
the Joint Chiefs to better understand the basis of their assessment and how we can
most effectively address the readiness challenges our military faces.

My sense is that the concerns the Joint Chiefs have expressed about readiness
come from a variety of factors, including the challenges of recovering from 10 years
of operational stress, of transitioning to a broader range of operations, and of doing
all of this in the face of fiscal austerity and budget uncertainty. If confirmed, I will
carefully monitor how all of these factors are posing risks to readiness and will work
closely with the military and civilian leadership of the Department to mitigate those
risks to the greatest extent possible.

191. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, as to the mitigation of risk of a hollow force, do
you believe the President will provide you the discretion to request higher defense
budgets than are currently proposed by the administration over the next 10 years?

Mr. HAGEL. I will always give the President my most honest and informed opinion
about all necessary requirements for America’s national security.

I understand the administration has developed Strategic Guidance consistent with
the funding limits of the budget control act. Any changes to those limits, such as
sequestration, will cause a dramatic change in the force and require a different
strategy or different resources. Additionally, unexpected demands for forces will
likely result in a request for additional funding, as they always have.

GEOGRAPHIC RISK POSED BY THE REVISED MILITARY STRATEGY

192. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, in your response to the committee on a question
regarding the revised military strategy announced by the President in the wake of
the administration’s decision to cut defense budgets by $487 billion over 10 years,
you state: “By emphasizing the Asia-Pacific while also focusing on the Middle East,
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rebalancing will necessarily accept risk in other areas given the resource-con-
strained environment.” How do you believe the President’s military strategy is tak-
ing risks in regions other than Asia and the Middle East?

Mr. HAGEL. By prioritizing resources for Asia and the Middle East, the current
defense strategy accepts some risk in terms of the military’s ability to address secu-
rity challenges elsewhere. I believe this risk is manageable at the levels of defense
spending provided for in the Budget Control Act. Regardless of where U.S. military
forces may be positioned or stationed, one of the key advantages of our military is
that we can bring to bear effective capabilities where needed to address threats to
our interests. If confirmed, I would work with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the Services to ensure that readiness is one of our top priorities, so that
our forces are ready to respond to the full range of contingencies that may threaten
our key interests.

193. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what specifically are the risks for Africa and
South America?

Mr. HAGEL. In Africa, partner states accept a greater share of the burden to
counter the growing capacity of violent extremist organizations and ensure regional
stability. While we believe this African-led approach manages the threats to U.S.
interests, the limited defense capacities of most African states and the modest in-
vestments in the African security sector are a source of risk. In South America,
transnational criminal organizations undermine peace and security across the re-
gion and into the United States. As in Africa, partner states in South America will
accept a greater share of the burden to address transnational criminal organiza-
tions.

194. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, why do you believe this risk is necessary?

Mr. HAGEL. Not all problems are best met with military tools. Many of our na-
tional security objectives around the world, and notably in Africa and South Amer-
ica, are best secured through diplomacy and economic development. I believe DOD’s
current strategic approach balances the risk of overwhelming these two regions with
U.S. military presence with the need to be ready to respond to crises that may
emerge there, using globally agile forces.

195. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what do you believe was lacking in our military
strategy for Asia that required a rebalancing?

Mr. HAGEL. As the United States draws down from more than a decade of war
in Afghanistan, we face an inflection point allowing for a transition from fighting
today’s wars to preparing for tomorrow’s challenges. The President has been clear
that U.S. economic and security interests are inextricably tied to the Asia-Pacific.
The emerging economic and political dynamism in the Asia-Pacific requires strong
and continuous U.S. commitment and the rebalance is a whole-of-government effort
to renew and deepen U.S. engagement throughout the region. The rebalance will in-
form the allocation of activities and resources to the Asia-Pacific, where the Depart-
ment will contribute to peace and prosperity in the region. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue the Department’s efforts and activities to seek greater engagement with allies
and partners to build capacity for security cooperation, build mutual trust, under-
standing, and norms among countries in the region.

196. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what does rebalancing mean for the U.S. mili-
tary effort in the Asia-Pacific region in terms of force structure changes, additional
or modified military capabilities, and defense budget modifications?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will focus on strengthening our relationships, building
the capacity of key allies and partners, as well as maintaining the United States’
ability to deter conflict and respond to any potential contingencies in the Asia-Pa-
cific region. The rebalance renews emphasis on air and naval forces while maintain-
ing distributed ground forces. The rebalance also requires the Department to de-
velop new capabilities in order to maintain a technological edge, our freedom of ac-
tion, and ability to project power in the region. I would work closely with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Services, and Office of the Secretary of Defense leadership to assess
any additional changes in resources, force structure, equipment, and training.

197. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the January 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance
says that “our posture in Europe must evolve.” What is your assessment of the spe-
cific programs and strategic efforts that DOD is executing, or has planned, to evolve
our posture in Europe?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the Department’s current approach to posture in Europe
and its emphasis on maintaining our Article 5 commitments to Allied security and



260

promoting enhanced capacity and interoperability for coalition operations. For in-
stance, I strongly support ongoing efforts related to the European Phased Adaptive
Approach, the establishment of an aviation detachment in Poland, and enhanced
training and exercises with European allies and partners through rotational deploy-
ments from the United States. All of these efforts introduce more modern capabili-
ties appropriate for future challenges and demonstrate our commitment to NATO
and the strength of the Alliance.

198. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, how do you believe our evolving force posture
in Europe will affect our commitment to NATO?

Mr. HAGEL. The Department’s evolving defense posture in Europe focuses on en-
hancing interoperability and training and introducing modern capabilities more ap-
propriate for future challenges. These evolutions demonstrate our commitment to
NATO and the strength of the Alliance. Regardless of the rebalance, NATO is al-
ready adapting to meet new and emerging threats, to acquire the core enabling ca-
pabilities needed to respond to the full range of contingencies, and to better align
U.S. and NATO training and education efforts in order to solidify and maintain the
gains realized from having operated together in Afghanistan. As Secretary Panetta
has said, “Europe is our security partner of choice for military operations and diplo-
macy around the world.” Our investment in Europe is, therefore, crucial.

IRAN MINISTRY SUPPORT

199. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, Iran’s Foreign Ministry was quoted as being
hopeful your appointment would improve relations between Tehran and the United
States “We hope that practical changes will be created in the U.S. foreign policy and
the U.S. officials’ approach will change to respect the Nations’ rights. We hope that
the U.S. officials will favor peace instead of warmongering and recognize the rights
of nations instead of interfering in the countries’ internal affairs.”

You stated in October 2009 that “President Obama’s approach to achieving a Mid-
dle East peace is connected to other vital regional and global issues—like helping
forge an emerging Arab consensus on peace, combating terrorism, and future rela-
tionships with Iran and Syria. These issues are all in the long-term interests of
Israel, the U.S., the Middle East, and the world.”

In describing the President’s approach, what specifically were you referring to re-
garding future relationships with Iran and Syria?

Mr. HAGEL. While I cannot speak to the motivations of the Iranian Foreign Min-
istry spokesperson behind making those statements, there should be no doubt that
I fully support and—if confirmed—will faithfully execute the President’s multi-vec-
tor strategy towards Iran. This strategy has included tough-minded diplomacy, crip-
pling sanctions, and serious contingency planning with the objective of preventing
Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon.

My comments in 2009 reflected my support for the President’s use of diplomacy
as an effective tool of statecraft. This approach allowed the United States to test
the intentions of the regimes in Iran and Syria, expose them before the world, and
when they failed to seize the opportunities presented to them, build a global coali-
tion against them.

200. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, how would these relationships with these two
terrorist regimes be in the long-term interests of Israel and the United States?

Mr. HAGEL. Much has changed since 2009 in Iran and Syria. With that in mind,
I believe that only after there is a change in regime in Syria and serious changes
in the regime’s behavior in Tehran, can we conceivably think about long-term rela-
tionships with these two countries that could be beneficial to the interests of the
United States and the State of Israel. At the same time, I think the United States
should continue to reach out to the people of Syria and Iran—as the best long-term
investment for our and Israel’s interests. Both societies are tremendously important
to the stability of a region that is of great interest to the United States.

201. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, how would you assess the success of the Presi-
dent’s approach to date in the region?

Mr. HAGEL. I think the President’s approach to the region has had some great
success during the first term. President Obama responsibly drew down our presence
in Iraq, crippled al Qaeda, isolated and weakened Iran, strongly supported the secu-
rity of the State of Israel, and focused on transforming our relationship with peoples
of the region, while advancing our core interests. That said, much remains to be
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done during the second term, and—if confirmed—I look forward to advancing our
interests in the vitally important region of the Middle East.

NORTH KOREA

202. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, you wrote that “Kim Jon II’'s government is a
genuinely rogue regime whose nuclear ambitions and capacity for mischief have
been more or less contained, though imperfectly, through the U.N. and a mature
diplomatic structure that includes the United States, Russia, China, Japan and
South Korea.”

Given North Korea’s ballistic missile launch in December and recent threats to
conduct further nuclear testing, do you still think that the diplomatic structure is
effectively containing North Korean nuclear ambitions?

Mr. HAGEL. North Korea’s December Taepo Dong II missile launch and recent
threats to conduct a third nuclear test underscore the growing North Korean threat
to international peace and security. U.S. diplomatic efforts following the December
missile launch, particularly with China, resulted in U.N. Security Council Resolu-
tion 2087, which affirms the international community’s opposition to North Korea’s
provocations. The tightened sanctions in the resolution will help impede the growth
of North Korea’s weapons of mass destruction program. If confirmed, I will continue
to ensure our military provides the deterrence and defense necessary to protect our
allies and our interests. This posture is also the best way to create conditions where
diplomacy has the best possible prospects to succeed.

203. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you see the future force structure of U.S.
forces in Korea decreasing below the current size?

Mr. HAGEL. To secure peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula and in North-
east Asia, it is important that the United States and the Republic of Korea (ROK)
maintain a robust combined defense posture. If confirmed, I will work with ROK
leadership to ensure that the United States maintains an appropriately sized and
ready force to respond to evolving threats in the region.

204. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you think any capabilities need to be added
to our force structure in the Asia-Pacific theater to ensure regional stability in light
of increased North Korean belligerence?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will maintain the U.S. commitment to the defense of
the ROK using globally available U.S. forces and capabilities that can be deployed
to augment the combined defense in case of crisis. If confirmed, I would ensure that
we have the capabilities necessary to deter, and, if necessary, defeat, North Korean
aggression.

TAIWAN

205. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, tensions in the Asia-Pacific have increased sig-
nificantly due to more aggressive posturing of China in places like Scarborough Reef
and the Senkaku Islands as China continues to pursue increased military capabili-
ties. Do you fully support the Taiwan Relations Act of 19797

Mr. HAGEL. I fully support the Taiwan Relations Act. In my view, the increasing
complexity and sophistication of the military threat to Taiwan from China increas-
ingly means that Taiwan must devote greater attention to asymmetric concepts and
innovative technologies to maximize Taiwan’s strengths and advantages. If con-
firmed, I would work closely with Congress, the Commander of U.S. Pacific Com-
mand, and our interagency partners to ensure the continued effective implementa-
tion of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan Relations Act.

206. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do you support the sale of F~16C/Ds to Taiwan,
why or why not?

Mr. HAGEL. With respect to advanced fighter sales, I believe that we should make
available to Taiwan those military capabilities that would allow the Taiwan Armed
Forces to execute its missions effectively not only for today, but well into the future.
If confirmed, I will look at what specific capabilities those are—or should be—in
light of the security situation in the Taiwan Strait and the evolving military capa-
bilities on the mainland. In addition, if confirmed, I will work with the Commander
of U.S. Pacific Command to identify appropriate military training and exercise op-
portunities that will advance U.S. interests, enhance Taiwan’s defense capabilities,
and contribute to peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait.
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207. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, would you support the sale of F-35s to Taiwan?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #206.

208. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, how would you strengthen the U.S. security rela-
tions with Taiwan?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that the Taiwan Relations Act has contributed to peace and
stability in the region for over 30 years. In my view, the increasing complexity and
sophistication of the military threat to Taiwan from China means that Taiwan must
devote greater attention to asymmetric concepts and innovative technologies to
maximize Taiwan’s strengths and advantages. If confirmed, I would work closely
with Congress, the Commander, PACOM, and our interagency partners to ensure
the continued effective implementation of all of the relevant provisions of the Tai-
wan Relations Act. I believe that we should make available to Taiwan military capa-
bilities that would allow the Taiwan Armed Forces to execute its missions effectively
not only for today, but well into the future. If confirmed, I will look at what specific
capabilities those are—or should be—in light of the security situation in the Taiwan
Strait and the evolving military capabilities on the mainland. In addition, if con-
firmed, I will work with the Commander, PACOM to identify appropriate military
training and exercise opportunities that will advance U.S. interests, enhance Tai-
\évan’s defense capabilities, and contribute to peace and stability in the Taiwan

trait.

209. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, does the United States need to maintain a two
carrier presence in the Pacific at all times and can this be done if sequestration goes
into effect?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of the Navy, Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and U.S. Pacific Command to ensure that we allocate our naval resources
at the level of presence necessary to support our strategic goals, striking a balance
between carrier presence in the Pacific Ocean and other regions. The current budget
uncertainty, combined with ongoing high demand in the Gulf, has made sustaining
two carriers in the Pacific challenging; further significant cuts in the defense budget
would make it, extraordinarily difficult especially if preserving other U.S. inter-
ests—particularly Gulf presence.

SUPPORT FOR ISRAELI SECURITY AND REGIONAL STABILITY

210. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, given the high demand and low density of our
missile defense assets globally, do you support the allocation of a TPY-2 radar and
a BMD-capable ship to the defense of Israel?

Mr. HAGEL. I support strong missile defense cooperation with Israel, including the
deployment of the U.S. TPY-2 radar and operational cooperation and support, in-
cluding ship-based. In addition, the United States and Israel have a long history of
cooperative research and development on missile defense. If confirmed, I will con-
tinue to support a robust missile defense cooperative relationship with Israel.

IRAN

211. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, will a two-carrier presence in the Gulf be sus-
tainable given expected severe defense budget cuts?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that it is critical that the U.S. military maintain a robust
presence in the region to counter Iran, reassure our partners, and build partner ca-
pacity. Our carrier presence is a key element of this presence. If confirmed, I will
work with the combatant commanders to revalidate our posture and ensure it best
addresses the threats, challenges, and opportunities in the region to preserve all op-
tions for the President while balancing other national security needs. Current budg-
et uncertainty and further significant cuts in the defense budget would make sus-
taining this critical Gulf presence, and preserving other U.S. interests, extraor-
dinarily difficult.

212. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, do we have enough missile defense assets in the
Middle East to adequately protect our partners and allies from an Iranian ballistic
missile attack?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the phased adaptive approach takes the appropriate steps
to protect our interests in the region. If confirmed, I will make it a priority to assess
the adequacy of our missile defense posture in the Middle East to protect our de-
ployed forces, allies, and partners from attack, and will seek adjustments as appro-
priate. I will also work to strengthen our cooperative relationships in the Middle
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East, and encourage our partners to continue to make investments in missile de-
fense.

LISTENING TO COMMANDERS ON THE GROUND

213. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, our commanders on the ground in both Iraq and
Afghanistan asked for a surge to achieve national security objectives — and you dis-
agreed with both of them.

How much weight will you give your combat commanders on the ground when you
make future decisions or recommendations to the President?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I would of course place great weight on the assessments
and recommendations of combatant commanders and theater commanders on how
best to achieve our military and national security objectives in their theater. If con-
firmed, it would be my responsibility to weigh their recommendations against global
risk and force posture, and to offer that judgment to the President alongside theirs.
If confirmed, I will honor the principles, enshrined in law, that allow the Chairman
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to voice their best military advice to the President. I
will continue to foster an environment that welcomes critical thinking and diversity
of views from theater commanders, combatant commanders, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, as better and wiser strategic choices will result.

RUSSIA RESET

214. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, the administration has made major efforts to-
wards resetting our relationship with Russia. However, on major issues such as
Syria, Russia remains uncooperative. What is your assessment of the reset with
Russia with respect to military-to-military relations?

Mr. HAGEL. Although we do not see eye-to-eye with Russia on every issue, there
are many areas of cooperation that have been positive, including transit into and
out of Afghanistan, support on sanctions against Iran, and increased transparency
on military reform and modernization.

215. Senator INHOFE. Mr. Hagel, what areas do you see for future increased mili-
tary cooperation with Russia?

Mr. HAGEL. The enhanced bilateral military relationship we have developed with
Russia under the reset is worthwhile. If confirmed, I would seek to continue it,
while considering what adjustments may be needed. My understanding is that DOD
has been pursuing several areas of increased cooperation with Russia, with a focus
on developing transparency by providing a reliable and predictable channel of com-
munications between our militaries. If confirmed, I would seek to increase U.S. con-
sultations with Russia on its internal defense reform efforts, such as modern mili-
tary recruitment, compensation and benefits systems, and developing noncommis-
sioned officers. Assisting the Russian military to enact reforms in these areas will
help make it a more confident, secure and stable organization. If confirmed, I would
also seek to pursue cooperation with Russia on strategic issues critical to both of
our Nations, such as counterterrorism and missile defense.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN
AFGHANISTAN

216. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Hagel, in an interview with the Financial Times on Au-
gust 29, 2011, you are quoted as saying, “I disagreed with President Obama, his de-
cision to surge in Afghanistan, as I did with President Bush on the surge in Iraq.”
Do you unequivocally stand by your statement that you disagreed with President
Obama’s decision to surge troops in Afghanistan?

Mr. HAGEL. I did disagree with President Obama’s decision to surge troops to Af-
ghanistan. Notwithstanding any past differences in view, if confirmed, I will work
with our military commanders and Joint Chiefs to ensure that President Obama has
the best possible advice in developing and implementing a strategy that best pro-
tects our national interests.

217. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, do you advocate the full withdrawal of U.S.
forces by the end of 2014?

Mr. HAGEL. I support the President’s plan to transition full security responsibility
to the Afghan National Security Forces by the end of 2014, and to retain an endur-
ing commitment in the future. As the President has stated, a residual force after



264

2014 would focus on two primary missions: to deny safe haven to al Qaeda and its
affiliates; and to train, advise, and assist the Afghan forces so they can maintain
their own security. I further support the President’s position that any residual U.S.
force would have to be at the invitation of the Afghan Government and would need
to be guaranteed certain legal protections, which will be negotiated under the Bilat-
eral Security Agreement.

SYRIA

218. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, more than 60,000 Syrians have been killed in
some 22 months of conflict between the rebels and the Assad regime. You are
quoted in an August 29, 2011, interview with the Financial Times, as saying, “I
think Syria, the outcome there has far more important consequences for America’s
national interests than Libya.” Should the United States provide at least the same
level of support to anti-Assad forces as we provided to anti-Qaddafi forces?

Mr. HAGEL. I continue to believe that the United States has significant national
security stakes in the outcome in Syria. I believe that the steps taken by the admin-
istration to date, including political, diplomatic and economic pressure, as well as
assisting the unarmed opposition, have been appropriate. If confirmed I will support
the President’s ongoing reassessment of the continuously changing dynamics on the
ground in Syria, to determine what additional steps may be appropriate.

219. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Hagel, are U.S. forces capable of executing, without
operational support from international partners, no fly zones in Syria?

Mr. HAGEL. While I have not been briefed in detail on U.S. capabilities for such
a mission, I am confident that the U.S. military could enforce a no-fly zone over
Syria. However, because Syria has an advanced air defense network, I understand
that such a mission could involve a significant number of and risk to U.S. forces.

220. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the United States should deny
Assad his use of air power?

Mr. HAGEL. The President has said Assad must go, and a democratic political
transition should remain our goal. If confirmed, I will support the current focus on
weakening the Assad regime through political, diplomatic, and economic pressure,
as well as assisting the unarmed opposition. Regarding any additional options, mili-
tary and non-military, if confirmed, I will support the President’s continuing reas-
sessment of what additional steps may be appropriate.

221. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the United States should provide
arms, intelligence, or other military support to Syrian rebels?

Mr. HAGEL. I do not believe that providing lethal support to the armed opposition
at this time would improve the terrible situation in Syria; however, this question
should continue to be re-evaluated over time. The Syrian people are in urgent need
of assistance during this difficult period, and the United States is helping to address
those basic needs by providing medical assistance, humanitarian assistance, and po-
litical support on the international stage.

IRAQ

222. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, do you regard the 2007 Iraq surge as a mistake?

Mr. HAGEL. When former President Bush announced his decision to surge troops
to Iraq in 2007, I was against it. I thought the Bush administration had not defined
a clear end state for the war in Iraq, and under these circumstances I did not be-
lieve that adding more U.S. troops was worth the likely cost in American lives. It
is now clear that a combination of steps including the surge, improved counter-ter-
rorism techniques, and the Anbar Awakening, contributed to reducing violence in
Iraq. The cost of the surge in American lives was almost 1,200 dead and thousands
wounded. What is still not clear, however, is what role the surge played relative to
the other steps that we took, or what would have happened if we had not under-
taken the surge; those are questions for historians.

223. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, could the other factors that contributed to the
stability of Iraq circa 2007, such as the Anbar Awakening, have succeeded without
the surge?

Mr. HAGEL. The Anbar Awakening was an important development—along with
the Shia militant ceasefire—that was a result of the decision of the Iraqi people to
take back their country from extremist forces. Many of the Anbar Awakening tribes
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fought alongside our troops, and they should be commended for their efforts. Over
100,000 young Sunis were paid by the United States between $350 and $500 per
month of helping us. Our troops benefited from the Awakening and in turn the
Awakening forces were further bolstered by the support offered by our troops. But
ultimately, it is difficult to make a judgment on the causal relationship between the
surge and the Anbar Awakening. Again, this will be a question best reserved for
history to make an ultimate judgment.

224, Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, you advocated the complete withdrawal of all
U.S. forces from Iraq by 2011, rather than negotiating an agreement for an endur-
ing presence of U.S. forces. The President ultimately did exactly what you rec-
ommended—reportedly against the advice of his military leaders. Do you believe
that Iraq is more stable and better off today as a result?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, I fully supported the withdrawal of all U.S. combat forces from
Iraq by December 2011 in accordance with the November 2008 U.S.-Iraq Security
Agreement. It was the right decision and it gave the Iraqis the chance to take full
ownership and responsibility for their country. Iraq is better off today because of
it. The drawdown has allowed us to chart a new path in our strategic partnership
with a sovereign Iraq based on mutual interests and mutual respect.

While Iraq is a better place today, it is clear that Iraq has a long way to go to
move beyond a history of violence and instability. Iraq continues to face security
challenges, but our focus must be on the future. A normalized relationship between
our two countries, based on mutual respect and mutual interests, is the best way
to advance U.S., Iraqi, and regional interests. If confirmed, I will continue Secretary
Panetta’s work to strengthen our military-to-military relationship with Iraq, and
further its re-integration into the region.

DOD BUDGET

225. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, if additional resources are necessary to meet
our national security needs, would you advocate for a restoration of some of the
$487 billion the President plans to cut from future defense budgets?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will work with the President, OMB, and Congress to
provide the military capability necessary to defend our Nation. I recognize that the
Budget Control Act of 2011 requires that to be done within constrained resources.
I believe we can defend the Nation within those limits. If confirmed, I would expect
to consult with the President and Congress as circumstances change. However, I do
believe that if significant multi-year reductions in funding take place (such as those
required by sequestration), the Department would need to revise the defense strat-

egy.

226. Mr. Hagel, do you agree with former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates that
a 10 percent, or approximately $50 billion, cut to defense spending in 1 year “oper-
ationally would be catastrophic”?

Mr. HAGEL. As both Secretaries Gates and Panetta repeatedly stated, sequestra-
tion—both the size and the arbitrary manner of these cuts—would be devastating
to the Department. It would harm military readiness and disrupt each and every
investment program. Based on my assessment to date, I share their concern. I urge
Congress to eliminate the sequester threat permanently and pass a balanced deficit-
reduction plan.

FORCE STRUCTURE AND END STRENGTH

227. Senator MCcCAIN. Mr. Hagel, do you support the President’s plan to reduce
military force structure over the next few years, including reducing Army end
strength to approximately 490,000 soldiers by 2017?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will be committed to maintaining the best Army in the
world—capable and ready—an Army that will support the mission requirements as-
sociated with our defense strategy. In the future our Army will not be sized for
large-scale, long-duration stability operations, but instead have the agility to re-
spond where the Nation needs it. I support an Army that is sized according to the
defense strategy and the mission requirements that support that strategy.

228. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, given our poor track record of predicting future
requirements for ground forces, what do you believe to be the justification for reduc-
ing the size of the Army and Marine Corps so dramatically?
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Mr. HAGEL. Our force structure and end strength levels should support the overall
national security and defense strategies. The defense strategy places emphasis on
a smaller, leaner force that is agile, flexible, and ready to deploy quickly; not a force
that is sized for large, protracted stability operations. You are right that we have
a poor track record in predicting the future. But we have shown that we can rapidly
grow our ground forces, if necessary. We also plan to preserve readiness in our Re-
serve Forces.

229. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, the President has exempted military personnel
accounts from cuts related to budget sequestration. Do you agree that cutting train-
ing and equipment funding without proportional cuts to military personnel accounts
will lead to a hollow force?

Mr. HAGEL. In general, I agree that we must maintain the right balance of end-
strength, modernization, and training to guard against a hollow force. However, in
the case of the blunt instrument of sequestration, I support the President’s exemp-
tion of military personnel accounts in fiscal year 2013 due to the fact that across-
the-board reductions would be inadvisable for the morale of the force and not cost-
effective.

230. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, in the context of overall budget reductions, not
specifically budget sequestration, would you recommend curtailing civilian personnel
by amounts proportional to cuts made to the military personnel accounts?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that Secretary Panetta has directed an internal scrub
to see where savings can be made in civilian personnel accounts. To me this is a
prudent review, and something the Department should do continuously. However,
it is not clear that a reduction of a certain percentage of uniform personnel can be
met with a corresponding reduction in civilian personnel. The two serve different
functions, and in some cases, for example cyber efforts, we foresee a growth in civil-
ian personnel. But if confirmed, this is an area I intend to look at closely.

231. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Hagel, do you intend to comply with section 955 of the
NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013, which directs savings in civilian personnel and service
contractor workforces of DOD?

Mr. HAGEL. If I am confirmed, I will ensure the Department complies with section
955.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SAXBY CHAMBLISS
GULF REGION MILITARY POSTURE

232. Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hagel, in hindsight it appears your assessment was
wrong on both the effectiveness of the Iraq surge and on our method of withdrawal.
Some argue that our departure from Iraq and our subsequent disengagement have
opened the door to greater Iranian influence in Iraq and strengthened Teheran’s po-
sition in the Middle East. What alterations, if any, are necessary to our military
force posture in the Gulf Region to deter Iranian regional ambitions and support
international diplomatic efforts to stop Iran’s effort to acquire nuclear weapons?

Mr. HAGEL. In my view, our military posture in the Middle East region remains
strong and is a critical component of the President’s multi-vector strategy to ensure
Iran does not acquire a nuclear weapon. If confirmed, I will continue to work with
the Joint Chiefs and the CENTCOM Commander to ensure that the Department is
fully prepared and adequately postured for any military contingencies in this criti-
cally important region, particularly with respect to Iran and the President’s firm
commitment to prevent it from acquiring a nuclear weapon.

MILITARY READINESS DEPOTS

233. Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hagel, Georgia is home to two of our critical defense
depots—Warner Robins Air Logistics Complex and Marine Corps Logistics Base-Al-
bany. One sequestration scenario directs the Military Services to cancel vital 3rd
and 4th quarter depot-level maintenance activities. This will have an immediate and
lasting impact on military readiness and make it difficult to recover a force that has
seen combat for the better part of 2 decades. Furthermore, thousands of highly-
skilled workers would lose their jobs; and thousands of hours would be lost for flight
time, drive time, and repairs that would ensure our military’s equipment is ready
when the Nation calls upon them. Describe in detail how you will ensure that de-
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pots accomplish their mission and not lose the continuity that is vital to the success
of our force readiness if sequestration occurs.

Mr. HAGEL. The work done by the skilled workforce at our defense depots is crit-
ical to the Defense Department. I agree with Secretary Panetta that the effects of
sequestration will be devastating and will lead to a decline in military readiness.
If confirmed, I will work with the Secretaries of the Military Departments, Joint
Chiefs, and Military Services to sustain readiness as best we can. However, this will
be extremely difficult given the impact of sequestration, especially when combined
with the effects of a year-long Continuing Resolution. If sequestration occurs, it will
likely not be possible to keep our depots fully operating, and this will impact our
future readiness.

GENERAL/FLAG OFFICER REFORM

234. Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hagel, historically, during military draw-downs, en-
listed personnel percentages take the brunt of the attrition while a disproportionate
amount of general and flag officers remain in place. It seems we have an excessive
number of general officers in the ranks. If confirmed, will you take a closer look at
the number of general/flag officer authorizations in the military and the size of their
support staffs?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that the Track Four Efficiency Study, initiated by Sec-
retary Gates and continued by Secretary Panetta, identified both Service and joint
general and flag officer positions for elimination, realignment, or reduction. Execu-
tion of these modifications is planned to continue over the next 2 years.

If confirmed, I would support continued efforts to ensure we maintain the appro-
priate level of leadership across our joint force, seeking efficiencies as mission and
force structure changes allow.

DOD FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

235. Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hagel, in the current fiscal environment it is imper-
ative that we maintain proper financial accountability in DOD. DOD is required to
have an auditable financial statement by 2017, an objective that Secretary Panetta
accelerated to 2014. What specific steps would you take for DOD to reach this goal
by that date?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree financial management improvement is an important priority
and support the Department’s current plan to have the budgetary statement ready
for audit by 2014 and the full set of statements ready by 2017. If confirmed, I intend
to review the Department’s progress with my senior leadership team on a regular
basis and work through them to remove any institutional barriers to achieving this
goal.

POST-2014 AFGHAN BILATERAL SECURITY AGREEMENT

236. Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hagel, under the strategic partnership agreement
signed by the United States and Afghanistan in May 2012, both countries are obli-
gated to negotiate a bilateral security agreement within 1 year. The talks will set
conditions for U.S. forces in Afghanistan after 2014 as part of a train, advise, and
assist mission. Oversight is key for this process to be successful. We owe it to our
military forces to have an organized, methodical plan in order to not squander the
incredible effort expended by the United States in Afghanistan. Will you ensure that
Congress is involved in the development process with the bilateral security agree-
ment so that the administration is not planning in a potentially disastrous vacuum?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree on the importance of the Bilateral Security Agreement (BSA)
for setting the parameters for our forces in Afghanistan after 2014 and with the
need to maintain regular communication with Congress as the BSA negotiations
proceed. If confirmed, I will support the administration’s sustained engagement with
Congress throughout the Bilateral Security Agreement negotiation process.

237. Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Hagel, from your viewpoint, what conditions need
to be set in a post-2014 Afghanistan with U.S. and coalition involvement for the Af-
ghanistan Government to continue to be successful?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that improvements in security conditions, enabled by contin-
ued development of the Afghan National Security Forces, will continue to be critical.
Good governance, including sustained efforts to end corruption, is also important to
ensure that security gains result in sustainable Afghan self-reliance and govern-
ance. Regional peace and deepened cooperation between Afghanistan and its neigh-
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bors will also be important for long-term success. If confirmed, I will monitor condi-
tions in and around Afghanistan closely and will continue to assess progress in con-
sultation with commanders on the ground and the Joint Chiefs, to ensure that we
are helping to set the conditions for continued success in Afghanistan beyond 2014.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROGER F. WICKER
USE OF MILITARY FORCE

238. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, in your responses to the advance policy ques-
tions, you state that one of the key lessons learned from the Iraq war is the need
to think more carefully before using military force, especially regarding the need to
plan for all phases of operations before beginning a preemptive conflict.

You have stated repeatedly that the United States should keep all options on the
table, to include the use of preemptive military force, to prevent Iran from obtaining
nuclear weapons. Some military theorists argue that such an attack, even if success-
ful, has the potential to result in a variety of reactions from Iran, including direct
attacks on U.S. and allied military forces, attempts to interrupt the flow of com-
merce through the Strait of Hormuz, and the use of Iranian special operations forces
and proxies to conduct destabilizing operations in vulnerable regional countries. Ar-
guably, the second and third order effects of such an attack would be far more wide-
spread than those resulting from the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003.

You also noted in your answers to the advance policy questions that you do not
feel knowledgeable enough about how the U.S. military has implemented the lessons
learned in Iraq and Afghanistan to make recommendations on additional changes.
Why do you believe an attack on Iran is now a viable option, whereas in 2006, you
felt differently?

Mr. HAGEL. I am fully committed to the President’s policy of preventing Iran from
obtaining a nuclear weapon, and believe all options should be on the table to achieve
that goal. A military attack on Iran would most likely have significant con-
sequences, as you have described. But as I've also said, the military option should
be the last option considered. However, a nuclear-armed Iran would have far-reach-
ing and unacceptable consequences on regional stability, and on the security of the
United States.

239. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, do you feel the U.S. military is adequately pre-
pared to deal with the repercussions from a strike against Iranian nuclear facilities?
If not, what changes would need to be implemented?

Mr. HAGEL. While I do not currently have access to the information needed to an-
swer this question, I have great confidence that General Mattis, the Joint Chiefs,
and Secretary Panetta have ensured that the U.S. military is prepared to deal with
any repercussions from a strike against Iranian nuclear facilities. If confirmed, I
will work with the CENTCOM Commander to refine planning as necessary over
time, to ensure that our forces remain ready to take any actions the President di-
rects and to defend themselves and the United States.

240. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, how would you engage regional partners to limit
the potential destabilizing effects of a strike on Iranian nuclear facilities?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will continue to promote and advance the Depart-
ment’s military-to-military and defense relations with our key partners in the re-
gion. These relationships are critical to advance U.S. strategic interests, including
preventing Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon, supporting the security of the
State of Israel, and building the capacity of partner nations to meet common chal-
lenges and address future contingencies, if required.

241. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, do you believe you possess the requisite knowl-
edge about the state of the U.S. military and our allies and that you are ready now,
given the current state of affairs with Iran, North Korea, and China, to effectively
advise the President on the employment of U.S. military forces towards achieving
U.S. strategic objectives?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. If confirmed, advising the President regarding the employment
of military forces will be my most important duty. I believe I currently have the
judgment and experience necessary to advise the President on such matters and
have a clear understanding of the role of our military and alliances in achieving na-
tional security objectives. If confirmed, I will ensure that my first priority and re-
sponsibility is to match this prior experience with deeper knowledge of the current
plans and capabilities of our military.
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U.S. SHIPBUILDING INDUSTRY

242. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, would you agree to work closely
with this committee and with this Congress in addressing the urgent need to in-
crease our shipbuilding rates?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

243. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you remain committed to en-
suring that the vessels we build for our sailors and marines are the finest this Na-
tion can produce and that you will never agree to procuring vessels that do not meet
the current military classifications for warships?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I am committed to ensuring the Navy’s fleet is appro-
priately sized and possesses the capabilities necessary to fulfill its role in defending
U.S. interests both in peace and wartime. Recognizing the challenges faced within
the Department of Navy to build and maintain an affordable and balanced fleet, I
am committed to ensuring that survivability shall be addressed on all new surface
ships, combat systems and equipment designs, overhauls, conversions, and mod-
ernizations in order that the design is provided a balance of survivability perform-
ance, risk, and cost within program objectives.

244. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you agree to analyze all ave-
nues of cost reduction in shipbuilding, including multi-year procurements, block
buys of material for multiple ships, and level loading the funding profiles to allow
shipbuilders to optimize design and material procurement prior to the start of con-
struction?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

245. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, can you provide a rationale for the Defense Lo-
gistics Agency’s (DLA) move toward a proposed noncommercial model?

Mr. HAGEL. I don’t have insight into the specifics of what the DLA proposed model
is; however, it is my understanding that the DLA is looking at ways to strengthen
its relationships with suppliers to mitigate contract risks. If confirmed, I will be able
to look into the details of the specific objectives and actions.

246. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, what additional oversight would such a model
provide to ensure the prevention of waste, fraud, and abuse?

Mr. HAGEL. At this time I don’t have insight into the DLA model. However I be-
lieve it is important that we have transparent contracting practices that reduce risk
and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse.

TAIWAN AND U.S.-CHINA RELATIONS

247. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, during an official visit to China in September
2012, Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta extended an invitation to his Chinese coun-
terpart, General Liang Guanglie on the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA) participa-
tion in the biennial RIMPAC in 2014. RIMPAC is the world’s largest international
maritime warfare exercise, which in 2012 involved over 40 ships and submarines,
more than 200 aircraft, and 25,000 personnel from more than 20 countries from the
Pan Pacific region.

The Taiwan Strait has long been a potential flashpoint in the region. Taiwan, one
of America’s important strategic allies in the region, has been constantly under the
threat of a growing PLA. If the PLA is to be invited to RIMPAC, I believe we should
consider involving Taiwan as well. Would you consider inviting Taiwan’s navy to
participate in RIMPAC?

Mr. HAGEL. The United States is firm in its commitment to Taiwan’s self-defense
needs under the Taiwan Relations Act. That relationship includes defense ex-
changes and other interactions consistent with our unofficial relationship and as
provided for in the Taiwan Relations Act. If confirmed, I will work to identify appro-
priate exchanges and interactions to assist Taiwan’s defense capabilities, and con-
tribute to peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait.

248. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, the 1979 Taiwan Relations Act and the Six As-
surances of 1982 have contributed to the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific re-
gion for the past 3 decades. With the military balance—including air superiority—
gradually shifting in China’s favor, what are your plans to implement the security
commitment the United States has for Taiwan under this framework?

Mr. HAGEL. In my view, the increasing complexity and sophistication of the mili-
tary threat to Taiwan from China means that Taiwan must devote greater attention
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to asymmetric concepts and innovative technologies to maximize Taiwan’s strengths
and advantages. If confirmed, I would work closely with Congress, throughout DOD,
and with our interagency partners to ensure the continued effective implementation
of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan Relations Act.

249. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, as Taiwan is likely to retire some of its older
fighter aircraft in the next 5 to 10 years, do you believe that sales of advanced air-
craft and submarines are an important next step in this commitment?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe that we should make available to Taiwan those defense arti-
cles and defense services which enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense
capability, today and into the future. If confirmed, I will look at what specific capa-
bilities those are—or should be—in light of the security situation in the Taiwan
Strait and the evolving military capabilities on the mainland.

EXPORT CONTROL REFORM

250. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, during his tenure as Secretary of Defense, Rob-
ert Gates championed export control reform. Specifically, he called for streamlining
the foreign military sales, release, and disclosure processes. It is vital that our part-
ners and allies have more certainty of timelines for delivery of critical defense arti-
cles and services; however, this 1s not always the case when our processes get
bogged down. Is this something you will also champion if confirmed as Secretary
of Defense?

Mr. HAGEL. I fully support the reform efforts because I believe they are absolutely
necessary to meet 21st century national security challenges. Secretary Gates played
a key role in setting the administration’s export control reform objectives: a single
list, a single licensing agency, a single primary enforcement coordination agency,
and a single U.S. Government-wide information technology licensing system. The
administration has made progress in this reform effort, but the work continues.
DOD has been fully engaged in revising the U.S. Munitions List and I understand
that it plans to continue to focus on completing this important work with our inter-
agency partners to produce a list that is more transparent and predictable for gov-
errllment and industry and which focuses on protecting the most important tech-
nologies.

I also fully support ongoing efforts within the Department to streamline and im-
prove U.S. technology security and foreign disclosure processes so that decisions are
made in a timely fashion and enable us to focus on the protection of the technologies
that are most important, while providing important capabilities to our allies and
partners. Finally, if confirmed, I would support implementation of the steps that the
Department has taken to continue to improve the Foreign Military Sales process.

ENERGY CERTIFICATION

251. Senator WICKER. Mr. Hagel, section 2830 of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 2012 requires DOD to submit to Congress a report
on the cost effectiveness of certain green building standards. Part of the report by
DOD found that the adoption of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
certifications by certain departments of DOD is not the most cost effective practice
for energy and water savings. As Secretary of Defense, what policies would you im-
plement to ensure that DOD’s green building policies meet the military’s primary
missions of energy and water savings and do not arbitrarily discriminate against
American products such as domestic wood?

Mr. HAGEL. While I am not completely familiar with the different green building
standards that are available, I do think we need to adhere to the general philosophy
of minimizing life-cycle costs and incorporating features in building construction
that result in reduced operating costs and lower utility bills. I will support policies
to this effect. I will not support policies that arbitrarily discriminate against Amer-
ican products.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KELLY AYOTTE
MEDIUM EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

252. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, section 221 of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013
prohibits the use of any funding for Medium Extended Air Defense System
(MEADS). Are you aware of this provision?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.
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253. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you ensure that DOD fully
complies with this law?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department fully complies with
this law.

254. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, how much fiscal year 2012 MEADS funding re-
mains unobligated and how much has been obligated/expended for MEADS under
the terms of the Continuing Resolution?

Mr. HAGEL. It is my understanding that of the $390 million in the U.S. fiscal year
2012 funding provided to the NATO management office for MEADS, a total of $335
million has been fully obligated to fund data analysis, archiving the technology and
design, capturing performance results, formal contract closeout; and if necessary for
termination liabilities for contracts and/or subcontracts. $55 million of fiscal year
2012 funding was also provided to the U.S. Army for management and oversight of
sensitive technologies in MEADS. The Department is consulting with our partners,
Germany and Italy, in order to complete as much of the remaining design and devel-
opment effort as possible while allowing for contract closeout. I understand that
$210 million of the total fiscal year 2012 funds has been expended as of February
1, 2013. No fiscal year 2013 funds are authorized and none have been obligated or
expended under the CR.

255. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, for what purpose were these funds obligated?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #254.

JOINT LAND ATTACK CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE ELEVATED NETTED SENSOR SYSTEM

256. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, can you provide an update on the deployment
status é)f?J oint Land Attack Cruise Missile Defense Elevated Netted Sensor System
(JLENS)?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand JLENS is still in development, and that the Department
recently completed a study on JLENS location and operational use. It is my under-
standing a JLENS deployment site was selected and planning is underway for pre-
paring the site. If confirmed, I will review the status of these preparations with the
Secretary of the Army and the Commander of U.S. Northern Command.

257. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you commit to ensuring that
JLENS will be deployed in a timely fashion?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #256.

258. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what combatant commands have a validated re-
quirement for JLENS or have expressed an interest in JLENS?

Mr. HAGEL. It is my understanding that because of the unique capabilities of
JLENS to detect a range of air threats, CENTCOM, U.S. Southern Command, U.S.
Paﬁi{ic Command, and U.S. Northern Command have expressed interest in this ca-
pability.

F—35 JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER

259. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your assessment of China and Russia’s
development of fifth generation fighters?

Mr. HAGEL. I have not reviewed the breadth of the programs in detail, but both
China and Russia are pursuing advanced fighter aircraft. We are examining ways
to respond to these efforts to upgrade their capabilities.

260. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the F-35 JSF is necessary in an
increasingly contested operating environment?

Mr. HAGEL. My view is we cannot let any nation achieve parity with the United
States in our ability to control the air. I understand the F-35 will bring advanced
capability to the warfighters in a contested environment and ensure the United
States can act in our national interest around the globe.

261. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you continue the development
and procurement of the fifth generation JSF, including the Marine Corps variant?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will review the F-35 program, to include the Marine
Corps variant, to ensure the aircraft are delivered with the capability we need and
at a cost we can afford.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE THREATS

262. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, analysts have estimated that Iran may be capa-
ble of striking the CONUS with a ballistic missile by 2015. Do you agree with this
assessment?

Mr. HAGEL. It is clear that Iran continues to pursue longer-range missiles and de-
velop technology that could allow Iran to deploy an ICBM in the future. I believe
that U.S. missile defenses must be prepared to defend the United States today and
in the future against any potential threat posed by countries like Iran and North
Korea.

263. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, in light of this analysis, Congress included sec-
tion 221 in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013. This section requires the Secretary of
Defense to conduct a study that evaluates three possible additional locations in the
United States, including two on the east coast, for future deployment of an inter-
ceptor to protect the Homeland against missile threats from countries such as North
Korea and Iran. Are you aware of this reporting requirement?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

264. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, do you pledge to have the results
of this study delivered to Congress within the timeframe outlined in section 221, as
required by law?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the study is delivered on time
and that Congress remains informed about the Department’s decisions about how
to best protect the U.S. Homeland from this threat.

SUBMARINE REQUIREMENTS

265. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe the Virginia payload module will
mitigate some of the anticipated gap in undersea strike volume?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, although I understand that the cost to include this capability in
the Virginia-class is a challenge to available shipbuilding resources.

266. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what percent of combatant commander attack
submarine requirements were met by the Navy in 2012?

Mr. HAGEL. I have been informed that the Navy has met approximately 60 per-
cent of the combatant commanders’ total attack submarine requirements and 100
percent of the Secretary of Defense-approved Global Force Management Allocation
Plan adjudicated requirement for Navy support since 2010. The Global Force Man-
agement process allows Navy to meet the combatant commanders’ highest priority
nfg%dsf?s determined by the Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

267. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you support Congress’ intent to build two Vir-
ginia-class submarines in 20147

Mr. HAGEL. Submarines are critically important to our strategy and future; there-
fore, resources permitting, I would support plans to build two Virginia-class sub-
marines in 2014.

ELECTRONIC WARFARE

268. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your view on the future of electronic
warfare/electronic attack?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe the Electronic Warfare/Electronic Attack (EW/EA) will play
an increasingly important role in future military operations. It is both an enabler
of U.S. operations and a capability that potential adversaries will exploit to counter
the longstanding U.S. technological edge in weapon systems. Potential adversaries
are pursuing more advanced battlefield systems, including EW/EA, to deny U.S.
power projection capabilities and curtail our ability to maneuver, conduct precision
strikes, and communicate effectively in a conflict scenario. Continued U.S. invest-
ment in EW/EA will be critical to ensuring that the United States can achieve its
operational objectives in a timely manner and with a minimum of losses; EW/EA
systems will also contribute to the deterrent effect that highly capable U.S. forces
exert on potential adversaries.

269. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you believe it still plays a vital role in our
national security?
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Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #268.

U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONS

270. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you agree that the United States should not
initiate negotiations with Russia for a new arms treaty unless and until we can con-
firm that Russia is fully honoring existing arms treaties with the United States?

Mr. HAGEL. Compliance with legal obligations is central to the effectiveness of
arms control treaties, and concerns about non-compliance must be addressed. If con-
firmed, I will ensure that DOD works with the Department of State and other inter-
agency partners in assessing and responding to any compliance concerns. While res-
olution of such issues with Russia is clearly important, I do not believe that discus-
sions of possible further nuclear arms reductions need await resolution of all compli-
ance issues.

271. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, is Russia fully honoring all existing arms trea-
ties with the United States?

Mr. HAGEL. I do not believe that the Russian Federation is fully honoring all of
its obligations under existing arms control treaties. For example, Russia ceased im-
plementing the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty in 2007.

PATRIOT MISSILE SYSTEM

272. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, section 226 of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013
requires the Secretary of the Army to submit a prioritized plan to Congress for the
modernization of the Patriot missile system. Are you aware of this requirement?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

273. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you ensure that the Army de-
livers this plan within the timeframe outlined in section 226, as required by law?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of the Army to ensure
the Army delivers this plan as required by law.

OVERSEAS CEMETERIES

274. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, are you aware that section 2857 in the NDAA
for Fiscal Year 2013 requires DOD to designate a Federal or private agency to main-
tain base cemeteries before closing overseas military bases?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

275. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you ensure that this provision
is adhered to, as required by law?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will carry out the direction given to the Department
in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013.

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

276. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, are you aware that section 206 in the NDAA
for Fiscal Year 2013 authorizes a DOD program to enhance DOD’s research, treat-
ment, education, and outreach initiatives focused on addressing the mental health
needs of members of the National Guard and Reserve members?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

277. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you share my belief that DOD must address
these needs?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I am deeply concerned about the mental health issues faced by
our servicemembers and their families. If confirmed, I will be committed to pro-
viding the highest quality of mental health care and will comply with the provision
in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013.

BUDGET AUDITABILITY

278. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, section 1005 in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013
that requires DOD to complete a full statement of budget resources by 2014, with
the ultimate goal to be full auditability by 2017. Are you aware of this requirement?
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Mr. HAGEL. Yes. I understand that those commitments in our current plans have
been included in the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013.

279. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, do you commit to meeting this stat-
utory requirement and to doing all that you can to promote good financial steward-
ship and financial transparency at DOD?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree financial management improvement is an important priority
and support the Department’s current plan to have the budgetary statement ready
for audit by 2014 and the full set of statements ready by 2017. If confirmed, I will
be committed to achieving this goal and will ensure that senior leaders remain fo-
cused on this goal and hold them accountable.

WOMEN IN SELECTIVE SERVICE

280. Mr. Hagel, would you support requiring women to register for the Selective
Service? Please explain your response.

Mr. HAGEL. I strongly believe all Americans should be able to serve in our Armed
Forces to their maximum abilities. The Selective Service Act is administered by an
agency outside of DOD. If I am confirmed, I will look forward to participating in
any interagency consideration of selective service registration that may occur. We
currently have an All-Volunteer Force that is the finest military in the world. I do
not want to suggest that it would be necessary or advisable to restore the draft.

PROSTHESES FOR SERVICEMEMBERS

281. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, are the prostheses that our servicemembers are
receiving after a severe injury the most advanced available on the U.S. market?

Mr. HAGEL. The care and support provided to our wounded, ill, and injured are
key focus areas for the Department. I understand that the Department supports,
along with the Department of Veterans Affairs, an Extremity Injury and Amputa-
tion Center of Excellence and that the standard and quality of care regarding pros-
thetics meets or exceeds what is provided in the private sector. I also understand
that the Department supports a variety of research to ensure cutting edge tech-
nology is incorporated into addressing the issues for servicemembers with extremity
amputations. This includes advanced research into tissue engineering and trans-
plantation. If confirmed, I will continue to support these collective efforts to improve
care.

282. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if not, what actions are being taken to gain ac-
cess to these prostheses for our servicemembers?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #281.

NATIONAL GUARD YOUTH CHALLENGE PROGRAM

283. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, the National Guard Youth Challenge Program
(NGYCP) works to intervene in and reclaim the lives of at-risk youth by enhancing
their skills, education, and self-discipline. The program has distinguished itself as
an effective intervention in the lives of troubled young men and women. Over
110,000 students have graduated from 33 programs nationwide and a majority of
these graduates earn their GED and are actively employed following graduation.

The outstanding success enjoyed by the NGYCP is largely a result of the leader-
ship and unique advantages the National Guard brings to the program. The pro-
gram has also been successful because of the National Guard’s emphasis on quality
training for the staff.

A 2012 RAND Corporation study highlighted the value of continued investment
in the NGYCP. According to the report, the program earned $2.66 in social benefit
from students graduating and becoming productive citizens for every $1 spent. Yet,
only two cents of that original investment was spent on training the program staff.

Based on the critical role training has played in this essential program’s success,
if confirmed, do you commit to examining funding for the NGYCP staff training to
determine how it has changed over time and whether it is sufficient to maintain
the quality of the program?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand that training plays a large part in the success of the
100,000 cadets who have successfully completed this program. The Department con-
tinues to review ways in which to further improve the NGYCP’s performance na-
tionwide, including staff training. If confirmed, I will work closely with Reserve com-
ponent leaders to evaluate funding for training and other resources.
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GUARD AND RESERVES

284. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your view of the appropriate role of the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Mr. HAGEL. The Chief of the National Guard Bureau serves as a full member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and as the principal advisor to the Secretary of Defense,
through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on matters involving non-Fed-
eralized National Guard forces.

285. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your assessment of the Reserve and how
it will fit into this new strategy of smaller, more lethal forces rotating into and out
of many locations of strategic interest?

Mr. HAGEL. The Reserve components have served with distinction over more than
a decade of war and continue to be a relevant and cost effective part of the Total
Force. In a time of declining budgets and complex contingencies, I believe that the
Department will continue to call on both Active and Reserve components to accom-
plish the domestic and overseas requirements of the new strategy. We are still in
the process of finding the proper Active component/Reserve component mix that will
most effectively accomplish our new strategy in a constrained fiscal environment.

286. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your understanding of the appropriate
size and makeup of the Reserve components in light of the current defense strategy
and our constrained defense budget?

Mr. HAGEL. The Services each have different requirements for their Reserve Force
in their role as force providers. The Service internal force management processes
will continue to refine the size and capabilities of each Reserve component to accom-
modate changes to the defense strategy and reduced budget.

287. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your assessment of advances made in
improving Reserve and Guard component mobilization and demobilization proce-
dures, and in what areas do problems still exist?

Mr. HAGEL. The Department has made great improvements to the mobilization
and demobilization procedures over the past decade. Over 850,000 Reserve and Na-
tional Guard members have been effectively mobilized to support contingency and
support operations. If confirmed, I would expect the Services to continue to review
procedures in order to keep faith with our Reserve component members, their fami-
Pe(si, and civilian employers and make necessary adjustments as needs are identi-
ied.

288. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what do you consider to be the most significant
enduring challenges to the enabling of an operational reserve aimed at ensuring Re-
serve component and Guard readiness for future mobilization requirements?

Mr. HAGEL. The Reserve components currently serve in an operational capacity-
available, trained, and equipped for predictable routine deployments. With the pro-
jected defense budget, the most significant enduring challenge will be sufficient
funding to sustain the operational experience of the Reserve components gained over
the past decade of utilization.

289. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, do you see a need to modify current statutory
authorities for the mobilization of members of the National Guard and Reserves or
to further enhance their ability to perform various national security missions?

Mr. HAGEL. At the present time I believe that appropriate authorities are in place
to access the National Guard and Reserves across their full spectrum of mission as-
signments.

290. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, when will dwell time objectives be met for the
Reserve components?

Mr. HAGEL. I understand the vast majority of dwell time goals for the Reserve
components are currently being met. As we continue the draw-down in Afghanistan
these numbers should continue to improve and it is expected that dwell time objec-
tives will be fully met during the last stages of operations there.

291. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what effect would an inability to meet dwell
time objectives have on your decision to implement the planned end strength reduc-
tions?

Mr. HAGEL. The ability to meet dwell time objectives will be one of the many fac-
tors taken into account when determining proper end strength requirements to meet
our emerging strategy. Meeting dwell time objectives is an important factor in keep-



276

ing faith with our All-Volunteer Force and their families but cannot be the sole fac-
tor when considering planned end strength requirements.

292. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what is your understanding and assessment of
the current size and structure of the Army’s Reserve component?

Mr. HAGEL. The Army Reserve component is currently organized with 350,200 sol-
diers in the Army National Guard and 205,000 soldiers in the Army Reserve. Any
changes to the size or force structure capabilities for the Army Reserve components
will be analyzed within the Total Force requirements of the Army and will reflect
the projected changes in budget and defense strategy.

293. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, what size or force structure
changes, if any, would you propose for either the Army Reserve or the Army Na-
tional Guard?

Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #292.

INVOLUNTARY SEPARATION

294. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, are you aware of section 525 in the NDAA for
Fiscal Year 2013 conference report regarding reports on involuntary separation of
members of the Armed Forces?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes.

295. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you comply with this law?
Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will make certain the Department complies with the
provisions of NDAA for Fiscal Year 2013.

SIZE OF THE NAVY

296. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, are you aware of section 1015 of the NDAA for
Fiscal Year 2013 conference report related to the size of the Navy?

Mr. HAGEL. Yes, I am aware of the reporting requirement in the NDAA for Fiscal
Year 2013 related to the size of the Navy. My understanding is that the Navy has
complied with the law and submitted the report to Congress on 1 February 2013.
The report was submitted as an unclassified document, and additional information
about the Force Structure Assessment was also submitted in a classified document.

297. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, if confirmed, will you comply with this law?
Mr. HAGEL. See answer to Question #296.

GLOBAL ZERO REPORT

298. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Hagel, what specific portions of the May 2012 Global
Zero report that you authored do you believe should not be implemented?

Mr. HAGEL. In the Global Zero report we took a longer term view of what might
be possible under different circumstances, and the report’s illustrative reductions to
nuclear forces were just that—intended to provide a stimulus to national debate
about how many nuclear weapons are enough and to illustrate a possible pathway
forward. If confirmed, I will focus on implementing the recommendations of the
2010 NPR, while also considering what additional steps may be appropriate, and
will consult with Congress on the way forward.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LINDSEY GRAHAM
ISRAEL

299. Senator GRAHAM. Mr. Hagel, you were one of four Senators not to sign a bi-
partisan letter (dated October 12, 2000, circulated by Senate Majority Leader Trent
Lott and Senator Tom Daschle) to President Clinton expressing the Senate’s soli-
darity with the State of Israel, at a time when both Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion (PLO) Chairman Arafat and the Palestinian Authority failed to restrain or com-
ment on violence by Palestinians in violation of the peace process. If you had a
chance to reconsider your decision, would you now choose to sign the letter?

Mr. HAGEL. With respect to this specific October 2000 letter, I wholeheartedly
agreed with the objectives at the time—expressing solidarity with Israel at a time
of crisis—as I do today. Yet, as the AIPAC Press release of October 13, 2000 states,
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I was unable to be reached by the deadline in order to sign the letter. The October
13, 2000 press release explicitly states that while two Senators refused to sign the
letter (Senators Abraham (MI) and Byrd (WV)), “Senators Hagel and Gregg (NH)
could not be reached” by the deadline.

Although the circumstances and leaders have changed significantly since the let-
ter you referenced was sent in 2000, I continue to support the substance of the let-
ter—expressing solidarity with Israel at a time of crisis—and I will continue to ex-
press this solidarity and support as I work with my Israeli counterparts if confirmed
as Secretary of Defense. The President has said we have Israel’s back, and I agree.

As my record in the Senate, my public speeches, and writings in my book dem-
onstrate, I have always been a strong supporter of the U.S.-Israel relationship and
of Israel’s right to defend itself. Additionally, I was a cosponsor of and voted in favor
of a number of pieces of legislation condemning terrorism against Israel, including
the Palestinian Anti-Terrorism Act of 2006. The Palestinian Anti-Terrorism Act of
2006 not only condemned Palestinian terrorism, but also placed restrictions on U.S.
assistance to the Palestinian Authority (PA) unless the PA, and all components
within it, accepted the quartet principles of renouncing violence, abiding by previous
agreements, and recognizing Israel’s right to exist.

NATIONAL GUARD

300. Senator GRAHAM. Mr. Hagel, the Reserve Forces Policy Board recently issued
a report on the fully burdened and lifecycle cost of military personnel and found
that a Reserve component member (National Guard or Reserve) when not activated
is one-third the cost of an Active component servicemember. In an era of declining
budgets, how do you envision leveraging the cost-effectiveness of the National Guard
and Reserve Forces to meet our Nation’s security needs?

Mr. HAGEL. The highly cost effective National Guard and Reserve have served the
Nation well both in peacetime and war. During the last 12 years their service has
been particularly admirable both overseas and in reacting to many emergencies here
at home. Although I have not analyzed the Reserve Forces Policy Board report you
cite, I do believe the Guard and Reserve are less costly in a part time status, and
clearly provide highly trained ready assets with a high degree of long-term cost effi-
ciency to significantly help sustain the All-Volunteer Force. If confirmed, it would
be my intention to maintain a strong Guard and Reserve, and to take advantage
of their skills and efficiencies as we structure an affordable military force in an era
of challenging budgets.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DAVID VITTER
TAIWAN RELATIONS

301. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, the 1979 Taiwan Relations Act and the Six As-
surances of 1982 have contributed to the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific re-
gion for the past 3 decades. With the military balance—including air superiority—
gradually shifting in China’s favor, what are your plans to implement the security
commitment the United States has for Taiwan under this framework?

Mr. HAGEL. I agree that the Taiwan Relations Act has contributed to peace and
stability in the region for over 30 years. In my view, the increasing complexity and
sophistication of the military threat to Taiwan from China means that Taiwan must
devote greater attention to asymmetric concepts and innovative technologies to
maximize Taiwan’s strengths and advantages. If confirmed, I would work closely
with Congress, throughout DOD, and with our interagency partners to ensure the
continued effective implementation of all of the relevant provisions of the Taiwan
Relations Act.

302. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, as Taiwan is likely to retire some of its older
fighter aircraft in the next 5 to 10 years, do you believe that sales of advanced air-
craft are an important next step in this commitment?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will look at what specific capabilities will help Taiwan
meet its self-defense needs in light of the security situation in the Taiwan Strait
and the evolving military capabilities on the mainland.

303. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, Secretary Leon Panetta previously extended an
invitation to China to be part of RIMPAC last year. Do you believe that as one of
the U.S. strategic partners in the region it is important to include Taiwan into the
RIMPAC exercises? If so, what is your plan to implement this?
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Mr. HAGEL. The United States is firm in its commitment to Taiwan’s self-defense
needs under the Taiwan Relations Act. That relationship includes defense ex-
changes and other interactions consistent with our unofficial relationship and as
provided for in the Taiwan Relations Act. If confirmed, I will work to identify appro-
priate exchanges and interactions to assist Taiwan’s defense capabilities, and con-
tribute to peace and stability in the Taiwan Strait.

MILITARY STRATEGY

304. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, our military leaders have stated that the United
States and its military is at a strategic crossroads marked by significant challenges.
We have done a remarkable job over the last 12 years at catching up to an enemy
that we were largely unprepared for: political Islam and those radical Islamists who
seek to impose their ideology in order to rule others—to govern political, social, and
civic life, as well as religious life. However, we are currently facing a damaging se-
quester, additional proposed Navy, Army, and Air Force cuts, while engaging in a
shift of U.S. strategy towards Asia that seeks to downplay the difficulty associated
with the Middle East and Africa. The report calls for a scaling back of stability oper-
ations while suggesting that operations carried out using special operations units
and drone strikes be increased or sustained. How do you see the military maintain-
ing its joint readiness training aspects as it draws down from two wars when our
strategy appears to be heading down a dangerous road?

Mr. HAGEL. Maintaining ready forces is a priority. If confirmed, I will work with
the Joint Chiefs to better understand the basis of their assessment and how we can
most effectively address the readiness challenges our military faces.

My sense is that the concerns the Joint Chiefs have expressed about readiness
come from a variety of factors, including the challenges of recovering from 10 years
of operational stress, of transitioning to a broader range of operations, and of doing
all of this in the face of fiscal austerity and budget uncertainty. If confirmed, I will
carefully monitor how all of these factors are posing risks to readiness and will work
closely with the military and civilian leadership of the Department to mitigate those
risks to the greatest extent possible.

305. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, what impact do you think current force posturing
will have on our ability to deploy to address potential threats that are posed by
North Korea, Iran, and around the globe?

Mr. HAGEL. As described in the 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance, the Department
is rebalancing toward the Asia-Pacific while maintaining focus on the Middle-East.
I think that the significant U.S. military presence and activities in Asia are a clear
demonstration of the enduring U.S. commitment to the region and to addressing
current and emerging challenges in the Asia-Pacific. Moreover, if confirmed as Sec-
retary, I would take every step to maintain the ability of America to conduct suc-
cessful combat operations in more than one region at a time, ensuring that we have
the ability to meet threats around the world, as in the Middle East and North Afri-
ca, when they arise. Our global posture, engagement with allies and partners, and
investment in flexible defense architectures for high-demand capabilities, such as
ballistic missile defense, are of great importance.

North Korea’s December Taepo Dong II missile launch and recent threats to con-
duct a third nuclear test underscore the growing North Korean threat to inter-
national peace and security. U.S. diplomatic efforts following the December missile
launch, particularly with China, resulted in U.N. Security Council Resolution 2087,
which affirms the international community’s opposition to North Korea’s provo-
cations. The tightened sanctions in the resolution will help impede the growth of
North Korea’s weapons of mass destruction program. If confirmed, I will continue
to ensure our military provides the deterrence and defense necessary to protect our
allies and our interests. This posture is also the best way to create conditions where
diplomacy has the best possible prospects to succeed.

With respect to Iran, I believe that it is critical that the U.S. military maintain
a robust presence in the region to counter Iran, reassure our partners, and build
partner capacity. Our carrier presence is a key element of this presence. If con-
firmed, I will work with the combatant commanders to revalidate our posture and
ensure it best addresses the threats, challenges, and opportunities in the region to
preserve all options for the President while balancing other national security needs.

306. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, you stated in responses to advance policy ques-
tions in regard to the Joint Chief’s concerns about a hollow force that: “the concerns
the Joint Chiefs have expressed about readiness come from a variety of factors, in-



279

cluding the challenges of recovering from 10 years of operational stress of
transitioning to a broader range of operations, and of doing all of this in the face
of fiscal austerity and budget uncertainty.”

Successfully meeting our national security strategic objectives with a smaller,
overall force will require us to improve our focus on training our servicemembers
from the separate branches effectively. Last year General Ray Odierno, USA, Chief
of Staff of the Army spoke to this committee about the importance of a joint force
that is flexible and adaptive to the challenges of the new environment. Could you
please provide assurances that vital training will not be walked away from, training
such as Joint Readiness Training Centers where the Air Force and Army conduct
training operations that hugely effect fundamental joint operations?

Mr. HAGEL. Maintaining ready forces is of highest priority, especially in a world
of ever changing challenges and threats. If confirmed, I will work with the Joint
Chiefs to better understand the basis of their assessment and how we can most ef-
fectively address the readiness challenges our military faces. The highest yield
training exercises will be revisited frequently to ensure that our forces remain flexi-
ble and adaptive to meet our new challenges.

307. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, how do you plan to monitor risk and the poten-
tial mismatch between constrained resources and demands of operational plans?

Mr. HAGEL. I am deeply impressed by the caliber and capabilities of our military
forces. It is vitally important that they be ready to respond to the Nation’s needs,
and I am concerned that further budget cuts will negatively affect readiness. If con-
firmed, I will get regular updates by the Joint Chiefs on where we must devote the
Department’s attention and resources to ensure the readiness of the force.

NUCLEAR DETERRENT

308. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, in the Global Zero report, within the context of
rebalancing nuclear deterrence you state, “new opportunities will emerge for co-
operation with allies and other countries with common security interests.” In your
2008 book you stated that, “the world needs to establish a new global consensus on
nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation ... as the world’s largest nuclear power
the United States has a responsibility to lead in that effort ... ” and that “we must
once again convince the world that America has the clear intention of fulfilling the
nuclear disarmament commitments that we have made.”

There are nine nuclear powers who are out there and a number of others who
are pursuing nuclear capabilities. Do you believe the elimination of the U.S. nuclear
triad or Global Strike Command as an independent command will increase the secu-
rity of the United States and lead to a more peaceful world?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe in the President’s long-term vision of a world without nu-
clear weapons. It is a vision shared by nearly every President since Eisenhower, in-
cluding Ronald Reagan. I also support the President’s commitment that the United
States will not disarm unilaterally. If confirmed, I look forward to leading DOD in
supporting the President’s objectives to reduce the number of nuclear weapons and
their roles in national security policy and to create the conditions that will allow
others to join with us in this process. Our efforts to modernize the nuclear deterrent
and build a responsive infrastructure go hand-in-hand with efforts to reduce the
world’s nuclear dangers. The United States must have a safe, secure, and effective
nuclear deterrent so long as nuclear weapons remain. If confirmed, I will work to
ensure the needed leadership focus on this issue and that institutional excellence
for nuclear deterrence remains a part of the President’s comprehensive approach to
nuclear security.

309. Senator VITTER. Mr. Hagel, the Global Zero report would seriously limit B—
52s and U.S. nuclear deterrent. Please share your thoughts on how you balance
your previous position with your statements that you support our nuclear deter-
rents.

Mr. HAGEL. In the Global Zero report we took a longer term view of what might
be possible under different circumstances. The report’s illustrative reductions to nu-
clear forces were just that—intended to provide a stimulus to national debate about
how many nuclear weapons are enough and to illustrate a possible pathway for-
ward. If confirmed, I will focus on implementing the recommendations of the 2010
NPR, while also considering what additional steps may be appropriate, and will con-
sult with Congress on the way forward.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROY BLUNT
JOINT PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION

310. Senator BLUNT. Mr. Hagel, do you believe Joint Professional Military Edu-
cation (JPME) helps ensure that the individual Services and other agencies that
play a role in national security cooperate effectively?

Mr. HAGEL. I believe JPME, as established under the Goldwater-Nichols Act, has
been central to strengthening and integrating the Joint Force. It is my under-
standing that the JPME system is fundamentally designed to foster cooperation and
jointness among the members of the different Services. I also understand that mem-
bers of the interagency, as well as international partners, attend JPME. As the last
decade of war has shown, jointness among our servicemembers and their civilian
partners is critical to success.

311. Senator BLUNT. Mr. Hagel, if so, what would you do as Secretary of Defense
to continue to expand and improve our JPME culture and programs?

Mr. HAGEL. I am not yet familiar with the scope of current JPME programs. If
confirmed, I will work with civilian and military leadership to assess the effective-
ness of these programs and propose any changes that are deemed necessary.

DEFENSE BUDGET AND NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY

312. Senator BLUNT. Mr. Hagel, given the potential severe cuts that could be im-
posed upon the defense budget due to sequestration, how will you put a process in
place to ensure a strategy-driven QDR process that produces recommendations
“fully independent of the budget”?

Mr. HAGEL. If confirmed, I will work with the Department’s leadership team to
ensure that the QDR starts with an assessment of the opportunities and challenges
that the Nation faces in the emerging global security environment, and then identi-
fies priorities based on our national security interests for defense policy and force
planning. The assessment of threats, risks, and opportunities, along with the identi-
fication of national security interests, would be undertaken fully independent of the
budget. Prioritization of objectives and identification of approaches would follow and
be resources informed in order to ensure they are realistic and appropriate.

CYBER SECURITY

313. Senator BLUNT. Mr. Hagel, what should be the DOD’s role in protecting the
United States against foreign cyber-attacks to the Homeland?

Mr. HAGEL. DOD has the mission to defend the Nation in cyberspace and to sup-
port a whole-of-government effort to address cyber threats. I support this approach.
This mission includes a close partnership with DHS in its role of leading efforts for
the cybersecurity of U.S. critical infrastructure, and non-DOD unclassified govern-
ment networks.

314. Senator BLUNT. Mr. Hagel, what should be the DOD’s role in protecting the
United States against Iranian attacks on the financial sector?

Mr. HAGEL. While I cannot speak to the details of any specific attacks, I believe
that DOD should contribute its capabilities to support a whole-of-government effort
to address cyber (and ot