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 MR. PETER HUESSY:  I want to thank you all for being here today.  My name is Peter 

Huessy and on behalf of ROA and AFA and NDIA, I want to welcome you to this next in our 

series of seminars on nuclear deterrence and missile defense.  I also want to thank our people 

from Russia and Great Britain and Austria who are here today, and my sponsors, and welcome 

Frank Miller. 

 I once had the privilege of introducing Dr. Kissinger at an event.  I said, he needs no 

introduction, and he was sitting right here.  And he then said, in that wonderful voice of his, but 

I like introductions. 

 (Laughter). 

 Frank Miller likes introductions because he has a very distinguished career, and I’d like 

to let you know a little bit about that.  In August 2010, as you know, he became a Principal at 

the Scowcroft Group.  In March 2008, he was Senior Counselor at the Cohen Group. 

In January 2001, he was Special Assistant to President George W. Bush and Senior 

Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National Security Council staff.  In 

November 1997, he was Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Threat Reduction 

Policy.  In September 1996, he was Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International 

Security Policy.  In July 1993, he was Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

International Security Policy.  And in December ’89, he was Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Defense for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control Policy. 

Wikipedia blames him for START I and START II.  Further, let me read you this, 

“improving U.S. capabilities to address biological and chemical weapons threats, enhance 

defense relations with Russia, Ukraine and Uzbekistan, building the basis for U.S. and NATO 

strategic and tactical missile defense programs, helping the national reconnaissance and space 

policy, submarine operations policy, and also served as the chair of NATO’s Nuclear Policy 

Committee and NATO’s Counterproliferation Policy Committee as well.” 

 I’ve asked Frank to come here and talk to us about an issue that’s on all our minds, 

where are we going on nuclear weapons policy and deterrence?  Where are we going on arms 
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control beyond New START?  How are we going to implement START?  How does this all fit into 

missile defense?  And then, how does that fit in with overall U.S. strategic policy. 

 With that short agenda, Frank, I want to thank you for coming here and speaking with us 

today.  Will you give a warm welcome to Frank Miller? 

 MR. FRANK MILLER:  Good Lord.  You know, an introduction like that say I can’t hold a 

job.  Well, I want to thank Peter for inviting me for yet another return appearance at his 

breakfast series.  I must say that every time I speak here I prepare by reviewing the nuclear 

policy events of the previous 12 months, and I usually end up being very dissatisfied with what 

has transpired.  Preparing for this morning has proven no exception to that rule. 

 I find the current public debate in this town on our nuclear deterrent to be completely 

unbalanced and intellectually empty, with downright incorrect assertions and dangerous 

recommendations.  And yet, you can’t find a mainstream publication which ever seriously 

analyzed it.  The Washington Post’s Walter Pincus routinely publishes hypocritical and utterly 

unbalanced and misleading pieces on deterrence, but nobody calls him on it and the 

Washington Post won’t publish letters or op-eds revealing his blatant nonsense.  We are 

routinely treated to stories sneeringly referring to our existing deterrent posture as Cold War-

like, but no one steps forward to explain why, just maybe why, the nuclear deterrence equation 

in the 21st century may have to resemble that of the 20th century.  So Peter, thank you for 

keeping this speaker series going and thank you for providing a forum so some small degree of 

balance can be introduced into the debate. 

 Peter asked me initially to talk about the challenges to maintaining strategic stability.  

Let me begin, therefore, by giving you my view as to what strategic stability means.  The view I 

give you this morning is from an American perspective.  As one who spent most of my career as 

an American official, that is what I can offer you, rather than a detached academic perspective.  

I take strategic stability to mean the absence of armed conflict involving any of our allies, the 

absence of overt hostile military threats to the United States or allied vital interests, the 

absence of military-political blackmail against us or our allies, and finally the management of 

regional security issues so that the risk of armed conflict is minimized to the maximum extent 

possible. 

 And please note, I did not use the word nuclear in the above.  Nuclear stability is a 

lesser-included case, and it is critical to remember that.  But nuclear weapons still play an 

absolutely vital role in allowing us to maintain strategic stability. 

Our nuclear weapons serve to deter a military attack by a major state power against the 

United States or allied vital national interests.  They serve to deter nuclear blackmail or 

intimidation against the United States or our treaty allies.  They serve to moderate great power 



behavior.  In essence and in crude terms, they make war among the major powers too 

dangerous. 

 And it’s important to remember that nuclear weapons changed the nature of war.  A 

nuclear armed state whose conventional forces are on the verge of defeat can turn an 

aggressor’s fruits of victory into the ashes of defeat.  This means that our advanced 

conventional weapons cannot reduce our reliance on nuclear weapons, because advanced 

conventional weapons are war-fighting weapons not war preventing weapons.  The same 

applies to cyber weapons, unless we develop them to a point where both we and our 

adversaries are confident that such weapons can produce the devastation as nuclear weapons. 

 To turn now to the question at hand, what must we do and what ought we do 

differently to preserve nuclear strategic stability?  My starting premise is that it is critical to 

nuclear stability for the United States to maintain a credible retaliatory capability which 

threatens potential enemy leadership’s most valued assets, even in worst-case scenarios for us.  

This means we have to have confidence in our deterrent and our potential adversaries must 

have respect for it. 

 But we will have neither confidence nor respect if we continue along our current path.  

We are in serious danger, as my friend and CSIS colleague Clark Murdock has said, of rusting 

our way to disarmament.  The last time the triad was modernized was in the 1980s.  Triad 

modernization is essential.  The president promised the Congress, as part of the agreement to 

ratify the New START Treaty, that U.S. strategic nuclear forces would be modernized, but that’s 

not happening. 

The program to build a new SSBN has suffered a two year delay.  The Air Force has said 

that the new bomber will have a nuclear role, but not at IOC, and when it will have that role is 

left unsaid.  The Air Force has a program to choose a successor for the ALCM-B, but the way 

that program is structured, seeking to procure only a few hundred nuclear-only missiles, almost 

certainly makes it unaffordable.  And both of these lagging efforts, by the way, are from the 

same administration which as it negotiated New START resurrected the bomber counting rule, 

thereby making a modern and sizeable air-breathing force a political (necessity ?). 

The Air Force is studying Minuteman life extension and will soon begin studying a 

Minuteman replacement to include, among other options according to the administration’s 

2010 NPR, underground and mobile basing modes.  Well, we’ve seen that movie before in the 

1970s and the 1980s and we know it doesn’t end well.  And the administration has yet to 

announced the composition of its New START strategic deterrent force, even while it is now 

very close to completing the so-called 90 day study announced in April of 2011 – essentially 

now a 90 week study – to find ways to reduce deterrent requirements.  And we have absolutely 



no idea how that reduced force might be allocated among the existing three triad legs, and that 

directly affects strategic stability. 

The bottom line is that we have traded clarity for obfuscation.  In response to major 

nuclear building programs in Russia, China and elsewhere, we have chosen deferral.  For action, 

we have traded vacillation and study.  And this needs to change. 

The fact is, we need a strategic triad, in spite of the nonsense from Global Zero that we 

should eliminate the ICBM force and reduce the number of SSBNs to a point where it will be 

difficult to maintain one at sea in each ocean at all times, and to make it impossible for the at 

sea SSBNs to respond to a presidential retaliatory launch order for up to 72 hours.  Why?  Well 

first, under the current force structure – today’s force structure – any Russian leadership in a 

future crisis – and remember we are not talking about any of this from a bolt from the blue 

posture today, but in a hugely dangerous future crisis in which the use of military force is being 

contemplated in the Kremlin, including the use of pre-emptive nuclear strikes which Russian 

doctrine calls for – that Russian leadership would have to consider launching a huge attack in 

order to neutralize our ICBM force as well as the other triad legs and our national command 

and control. 

Eliminate the ICBM force and the problem becomes dramatically easier.  To succeed, 

you only have to destroy two SSBN bases, two bomber bases and Washington, and then 

demand a ceasefire.  Even a small nuclear power can figure this out and eventually have that 

capability. 

Second, removing forces from alert status has been a quest for some people in this town 

for decades.  But they can’t tell you why they are doing so, except in the words of Global Zero, 

and here I quote, “U.S. ICBM’s rapid response posture runs a real risk of accidental or mistaken 

launch.”  Politely put, that’s just nonsense. 

 They will then tell you, the Global Zero folks, that they’re really worried about the safety 

and security of Russian ICBMs.  But from all the Russians do and say, the Russians aren’t 

worried about that.  Moreover, having studied this and been involved in this for 20-plus years, I 

can tell you that de-alerting measures are inherently unverifiable.  And, anyone with a 

knowledge of history should recognize that the re-alerting scenario in a crisis bears strong 

resemblance to the chain of events that set off World War I, and it’s highly destabilizing. 

 Finally, the idea of tying the president’s hands and making it impossible for the U.S. to 

respond for 24 to 72 hours, is a perfect formula for a nuclear blackmail scenario which all of you 

could conjure up in a few seconds.  So keeping a strategic triad, some elements of which are 

always on alert, will remain vital. 



And at this point in my remarks, some of you have already concluded that I have 

reverted to type and I’m just spouting Cold War rhetoric.  But I urge you to look around the 

world. And that look around the world should convince you that another thing we have to 

change is the misbegotten belief that the world’s nuclear weapons states either already agree 

or shortly will agree given that we’ve blazed the path and we’ve enlightened their benighted 

minds, that nuclear weapons should be eliminated and that the role nuclear weapons play in 

their respective national security postures should be reduced.  The scorecard is in, four years 

after the Prague speech, and the answer is, it ain’t happened.  Actually, the reverse has 

happened. 

 Russia is deploying a new class of SSBNs, two new types of SLBMs, a new type of ICBM 

with two variants, and has placed nuclear weapons at the very heart of its national security 

strategy.  It continues to threaten nuclear weapons use against its neighbors and continues to 

carry out highly destabilizing military activities, such as flying nuclear capable bombers into U.S. 

and allied airspace. 

 China is deploying two types of ICBMs, a new type of SLBM and a new class of SSBN.  

Nuclear modernization programs are proceeding apace in most of the world’s other nuclear 

weapons states as well.  India is now deploying a new sea-based element of its nuclear 

deterrent, completing its nuclear triad. 

Pakistan is doubling its fissile production capacity and is deploying a new set – a new 

class of short-range tactical missiles to give new force to its doctrine of early use of nuclear 

weapons.  Reduced role?  No, exactly the opposite.  The sub-continent resembles a nuclear 

tinderbox. 

 Israel is deploying a sea-based element of its nuclear arsenal, giving it a nuclear strategic 

triad.  North Korea continues its missile and nuclear warhead development programs.  A 

reduced role evidently doesn’t translate into Korean; or into Farsi, since Iran continues its 

missile development and deployment programs and continues to move closer towards a 

nuclear weapons capability.  It’s not possible -- ladies and gentlemen -- it’s just not possible to 

maintain strategic stability if your policy does not reflect the fact that global realities are 

moving in different directions than your aspirations. 

I’d like to pivot now and take a few moments to discuss with you some of the arguments 

against maintaining a nuclear deterrent, which are prevalent inside the beltway.  One of the 

arguments used most frequently against our nuclear deterrent is that it is said to be irrelevant 

to the threats of the 21st century.  Global Zero smugly points out that our deterrent did not 

prevent the September 11 attacks or the various terrorist plots we have uncovered since then. 



But nuclear weapons have never been and never will be – they never were intended to 

be – an all purpose deterrent.  They are not useful for deterring terrorism, even WMD terrorism 

by state-less entities; or piracy, or cross-border drug trafficking, or even low-level insurgencies.  

They’re arguably of marginal use in deterring all but the most catastrophic cyber attacks or 

attacks against our space assets.  And it is simply a cheap rhetorical trick to suggest that nuclear 

weapons have outlived their usefulness because they fail to deter when they were not intended  

or deployed to prevent such attacks in the first place. 

To meet the new threats of the 21st century, which are, of course, very real and which 

must be deterred or defeated and destroyed, we must continue to rely on and to modernize 

our conventional forces, our BMD, our special operations forces and our space and cyber 

capabilities.  Nuclear weapons were not designed to serve those roles and they can’t.  But they 

can, however, prevent the big war and allow us to use our tailored capabilities to deal with 

more proximate and daily threats, threats which are more proximate and daily precisely 

because nuclear deterrence made the threat of great power conflict less proximate. 

And you will also hear it said that, quote, “non-nuclear forces are also far more credible 

instruments for providing 21st century assurance to allies whose comfort zone in the 20th 

century resided under the U.S. nuclear umbrella.”  Well, some American philosophers clearly 

believe that but our allies don’t.  And try as the philosophers may, and they have done so 

mightily, our allies have made absolutely perfectly crystal clear that they want the reassurance 

provided by our nuclear umbrella. 

This is still the case in Asia and it is still the case in NATO, despite the philosophes here 

saying NATO doesn’t really need it.  Twice in the last three years: at the NATO summit in 

November of 2010 at Lisbon; and at the NATO summit in May of 2012 in Chicago, the leaders of 

the allies have reaffirmed that they want to remain under a U.S. nuclear umbrella with U.S. 

nuclear weapons on their soil.  We’re also told ad nauseum that our nuclear weapons are 

contributing to the threat of nuclear proliferation.  And once again, the evidence, the facts 

which are never reported, show that this is clearly not true. 

First, our nuclear arsenal is an anti-proliferant because we protect allies who otherwise 

might and could build their own nuclear weapons.  Also, the history of the last 20 years is that 

the U.S., British, French and Russian nuclear arsenals have declined dramatically, while over the 

same period of time the Chinese, Indian, Pakistani and North Korean arsenals have grown. 

North Korea doesn’t pursue a nuclear weapons arsenal because of our.  It pursues one 

because it wants to intimidate its neighbors and deter conventional U.S. military action.  The 

same holds for Iran.  And while the continued existence of a nuclear weapons state’s arsenal 

makes for convenient talking point in international and domestic NPT circles, it’s factually 



wrong.  And it’s also intellectually patronizing to believe proliferant government are simply 

mindlessly aping P-5’s policies. 

Let me conclude by leaving you with two thoughts.  First, in thinking about nuclear 

deterrence, the task is to deter a potentially hostile foreign leadership which possesses nuclear 

weapons.  Our task is not to deter them today.  It is to deter them in a future crisis when they 

are contemplating the use of military force, including nuclear weapons against us or our allies’ 

vital interests. 

In such a perilous situation, U.S. policy must reflect the fact that we deter hostile 

leadership’s by threatening what they value most, not what we value most.  We value our 

people.  Hostile, authoritarian leaderships value their ability to remain in power, the security 

apparatus which enables them to do so, their military forces and the industrial capacity to 

sustain war.  And so it is a mistake of huge proportions to believe that an effective deterrent in 

a future crisis can be based only on a few hundred weapons which threaten the potential 

enemy’s cities.  That strategy would be both immoral and self-defeating.  Mirror-imaging is a 

dangerous and flawed approach to deterrence and we must never, ever fall into that trap. 

Second and finally, let me close by returning to one theme which is quite dear to those 

who would eliminate or dramatically scale back our deterrent.  That is, eliminating the 

deterrent will accelerate the movement to a world without nuclear weapons, and this would 

increase global stability.  This notion -- that somewhere in the future there must be a world in 

which the instability of nuclear deterrence is replaced by the stability of conventional 

deterrence – this notion reveals that its proponents neither study history or pay attention to 

the policies of governments who just might not be content to give up aggressive policies.  My 

study of history does not reveal that the world before 1945, a nuclear weapons-free world, was 

particularly stable. 

Nor was deterrence based on conventional forces ever particularly effective.  There is a 

quote, apocalyptically attributed to the late Prime Minister Thatcher, quote, “There’s a 

monument to the failure of conventional deterrence in every French village,” close quote.  

Since 1945, however, the major powers have avoided war with one another, in sharp contrast 

to the average of five to seven wars per century between the major powers from the creation 

of the modern nation-state in 1648 to 1945. 

Something happened in 1945.  Nuclear weapons made war between the major powers 

too dangerous.   And that was, and remains, a good thing. 

Thank you and I look forward to your questions. 

(Applause). 



MR. JOHN WOHLSTETTER:  John Wohlstetter, Discovery Institute.  With regard to China, 

given the variety of nuclear weaponry that they have under development, and the so-called 

underground “Great Wall” of 2,000 miles of tunnels through which mobile missiles can pass, is 

it really credible that they have only a minimum deterrence arsenal?  And if not, should be have 

a B Team assessment of the kind that was done with the Soviet Union in the mid ‘70s to see if 

we could get a better handle on what might be the true size of their arsenal? 

MR. MILLER:  B Team assessments are always useful.  I mean, the Chinese policy has 

been to maintain total opacity with respect to both its nuclear deterrence policy and its 

weapons programs.  So B Team studies are always a good thing. 

MR.  :  Frank, right now there’s a lot of talk about, what is the New START force 

structure.  Unsaid and unspoken is, what is New START Next from this new 90 week study?  

When those numbers come out – you’re hearing a lot of numbers about warheads.  You’re not 

hearing any discussion about platforms. 

And by platforms I mean the bombers, the subs and the silos.  And people like to say for 

the ICBMs the platform is the missile.  Well no, that’s the delivery vehicle.  Would you go 

through some of those numbers and how we’re maybe at a tipping point where rather than 

being cautious it seems like we’re (speeding up ?)? 

 MR. MILLER:  Sure.  This is the problem.  We’re trying to reduce strategic arms based on 

numerology.  Arms reductions can help improve stability, or they can drastically undercut 

security.  And you’ve got to know what you want as an end-state. 

The largest arms reduction treaty we ever signed was START II.  It never went into force, 

but we signed it.  Why did we sign START II?  Why did we sign a treaty which took us from 

10,o00 weapons to 3,500 weapons?   

It wasn’t to drop 6,500 weapons.  It was deliberately to come up with a deal that would 

eliminate the land-based MIRV’ed ICBM, to go to only single warhead ICBMs.  And the price 

that we were prepared to pay to do that, given some major assessments of our military 

capabilities in ’90, ’91, was that we could drop so significantly to eliminate land-based MIRVs 

and keep only single warhead ICBMs. That was the strategy. 

Simply saying that I like 1,000 because it’s a multiple of 10, is not a strategy.  And if we 

don’t maintain several hundred – multiple hundreds of ICBMs -- and have enough submarines 

that we can maintain more than one at sea in each ocean on a daily basis, then we will have 

created a less stable world as a result of going lower.  And I am frustrated by the 

administration’s inability to express what it thinks the new post-New START force is supposed 

to be, let alone whatever never-never land we’re going to in the future. 



There may well be a force structure out there which is stable.  I mean, we could sit down 

with a piece of paper and come up with one.  But for us coming up out with one is not the 

answer, it’s what the administration intends to do.  And that, I think, is an issue 

The other thing that’s an issue is these continuing calls to just delay and defer 

modernization.  Michael O’Hanlon, who is otherwise a very, very smart strategic analyst, wrote 

something in the Washington Post on Monday saying the new SSBN-X costs too much, let’s just 

extend the Trident submarine’s life.  The Ohio-class submarine is scheduled to have 40 years 

worth of service.  At that point the ship, which has been going underwater -- several hundreds 

of feet underwater -- and sustaining hull fractures for 40 years, and which has a reactor plant 

which will have become brittle, cannot be extended.  And he should know that. 

And then the other thing he said was, let’s just reopen the Ohio-class SSBN production 

line. 

(Laughter). 

There is no Ohio-class SSBN production line.  So again, we get this sort of noise into the 

debate from people who should know better.  And I will call Michael and try and bring that 

point up. 

So yeah, how you apportion a force among the launch vehicles is terribly important to 

creating, maintaining and sustaining strategic stability.  It’s vital.  It’s absolutely vital 

DR. WILL CURTIS:  I’m Dr. Curtis from the Naval Academy.  There are a couple of things 

that you mentioned when you initially started your speech.  There’s an article in Orbis, the 

Orbis Journal, that essentially I think gets to the heart of what you were speaking to initially.  

And the argument in that journal is that we’re not educating our national security students in 

our universities because they lack, for example, a historical reference to what happened during 

the Cold War.  And the analysis, to a large extent, is based upon a misperception of the 

importance of some of those arguments that were hashed out during the Cold War period. 

For example, the author mentioned that courses of national history, a focus on 

American history, the realism as to the threat that is upon the U.S. in the world, the nature of 

that threat. And there’s kind of a focus on numbers, as you suggested, as part of the problem.  

So I would like to get your response to that. 

And secondly, there seems to be no historical memory among even the older analysts.  

I’m an old guy myself.  I can remember the 1980s. 

(Laughter). 



There was a debate between the Midgetman missile and the rail-mobile MX missile.  

And we know that the Midgetman was cut out because of the argument that it was too costly.  

It seems that we’re repeating that same argument today.  Is there no historical memory? 

When the Soviet Union went out of existence on December 25, 1991, I believe it was, it 

just seems that we ceased thinking about deterrence.  And I think the result of that was the 

culture that evolved through SAC and so forth.  And we have to educate a new generation of 

people that can do those types of analysis, and also include the historic points. 

MR. MILLER:  I completely agree with you.  Was it Santayana who said those who don’t 

remember the past are condemned to repeat it?  If you don’t know where you’ve come from, 

you don’t know where you’re going.  And I think you’re absolutely right, people do not 

remember all of that. 

Now I’d be content with people remembering 10 to 15 years ago.  The problem is 

people don’t remember from one month to another.  You’ve got Walter Pincus who writes an 

article that says, it’s okay if Iran has a nuclear weapon, we can deter them. 

And then the next week he writes a column that says let’s tear down the U.S. nuclear 

deterrent.  You know, you can take one argument or the other.  You can’t put them both 

together and assume that there’s cohesion, but nobody remembers that. 

So, I absolutely agree.  We have a failure in our academic system.  And as I recall – and 

even I don’t even recall as well – the Schlesinger task force established by Secretary Gates in 

2008 to look at failures in our overall nuclear force management, did call for increasing 

professional military education about nuclear deterrence.  I’m afraid we haven’t really carried 

that out very well, either, but it is what it is. 

MR.  :  Dr. Miller, I was wondering, you’ve had an opportunity to advise a number of 

presidents.  Given your analysis here today, if you had the opportunity to advise this president, 

how would you suggest that he move forward given where you think our nuclear policy is?  

What are the two or three things that suggest? 

MR. MILLER:  I would say that – I would say that other nations, with the exception of the 

United Kingdom, are increasing the role of nuclear weapons in their national security, and U.S. 

policy needs to take that into account. Second, I would say that you can’t go lower unless you 

carry out the pledge to modernize.  And we have to have direction and leadership from the 

White House to modernize our strategic forces.  And no strategic modernization program ever, 

ever succeeded without presidential leadership, whether it was Kennedy’s or Reagan’s. 



And the third is to understand clearly what kind of world you want to go to at lower 

levels and to set that out so that you can build consensus in this country as to how you can 

achieve stability at lower levels.  As I said, you can or you can’t, have stability at lower levels.  

It’s up to the administration to set out that kind of a course. 

So it’s three things.  It’s not everybody is following the policy and you have to, while not 

changing your aspirations, you have to adjust your policy.  The second is you have to 

modernize, otherwise the deterrent rusts away.  And the third is to lay out clearly where you 

want to go and why it makes the world a little safer.  I would say those things. 

MR. : Speaking in very broad brush terms, there are two basic concepts we could use in 

evaluating our nuclear capability.  One, do we have the ability to terrorize and deter anybody 

who’s thinking of doing bad things to us?  And two, how does counterforce, particularly in 

terms of numbers, compare with that of potential adversaries?  To me, the first construct 

makes a lot of sense.  The second I just can’t – 

MR. MILLER:  You know, force size relative to other countries is mostly political.  If you 

can cover the target set that you believe you need to cover for deterrence, the rest is a bit of 

gravy.  But, you know, that’s analysis and military strategy. 

Then, there’s politics.  International politics play a huge role, domestically and overseas.  

And that’s where relative force sizes make a difference. 

Now, there are some force imbalances that don’t matter.  The fact that the Russians 

have a grossly bloated arsenal of tactical nuclear forces that have no earthly deterrent value 

today, doesn’t really matter.  It doesn’t really matter militarily.  It matters politically because 

they saber rattle and it scares the hell out of the Balts and the Czechs and the Poles.  But we 

can offset that as long as we maintain a strategic deterrent. 

But if the strategic deterrent numbers were greatly out of balance, then your allies start 

to lose confidence in you.  You know, it’s what the allies tell us, not what we tell them they 

have to believe.  It’s what they tell us they do believe. 

You know, you still hear little murmurs out of the Japanese government, and out of the 

Korean government more recently.  So for better or for worse, a rough equivalence of strategic 

forces does matter.  And that’s not only numbers, but it’s age.  If we rust away in the face of 

other countries modernization programs, then people will be less inclined to believe that they 

can rely on us and they’ll start thinking about building their own, which they can do. 

MR. HUESSY:  Let me ask you a question to follow-up on the force structure issue. Barry 

Blechman, George Perkovitch , John Walsh and others have said our arsenal scares the heck out 



of the Chinese and Russia because we could go first.  And Barry has even gone so far as to say 

our policy is to go first in a crisis, or at best under warning.  So why do we need 1,550 warheads 

to deter Russia?  I want you to address that, if you would please. 

MR. MILLER: Yeah, I’d love to, thank you.  And to set the context,  I was in charge of U.S. 

nuclear targeting deterrence policy from 1985 to 2001.  We wrote the policy.  We reviewed the 

war plans.  The war plans conform with presidential policy. 

I served under seven secretaries of Defense and every president from Carter to Bush 

’43.  The notion that the United States would strike first in a major way in a crisis is nonsense.  

It’s ridiculous.  This notion that anybody thinks that you could achieve a massive damage 

limitation capability by going first is completely wrong. 

The reason, during the Cold War, that we targeted Soviet silos and Soviet nuclear forces, 

is that we knew that they were planning to keep some back in reserve and that we were going 

to deny the Soviets the ability to dominate a post-war world; not that we were going to be able 

to do so, but to make clear to the Soviet leadership that it was not going to be able to do so 

either and that he shouldn’t start in the first place.  Counterforce targeting, from an American 

perspective, for the last 40 years has not been about pre-emption.  Once the Soviets put 

submarines at sea with nuclear-tipped missiles, the possibility of pre-emption as discussed in 

the Kennedy years, went away.  So that is just absolutely, fundamentally, and factually 

incorrect.  Anybody who would recommend to the president of the United States a massive 

first-strike against a nuclear armed state ought to be taken (off the zanies ?). 

 MR. JACK MANSFIELD:  I’m Jack Mansfield.  First of all, Peter, you neglected to mention 

that Frank, I think, has five awards – 

 MR. MILLER:  Don’t go there. 

 MR. MANSFIELD:  I don’t know anybody else – 

 MR. MILLER:  Don’t go there. 

 MR. MANSFIELD:  I wanted to keep some humility. 

 (Laughter). 

 MR. MANSFIELD:  In the past it has been thought by a lot of people that the Russians 

have a fundamentally different notion of what these weapons are for.  What they call 

deterrence, they use the word tashenga (ph), which means to terrorize.  But what they say their 

force is for is sterzidanya (ph), which means to force other people to do things.  First, do you 

think that reflects Soviet thinking today?  And two, does it have any relevance for us? 



 MR. MILLER:  If you look at Russian doctrine, Russian doctrine says that nuclear weapons 

are central to maintaining the security of the state and that Russia could use nuclear weapons 

to de-escalate, I think is the phrase they use, local and regional wars.  And when you have 

military exercises that you let the public know about where you’re launching nuclear strikes on 

the Balts or on Poland, it tends to get people’s attention.  So yeah, I think you’ve pretty much 

captured it.  It is a different point of view than our own. 

 And I think it’s also fair to say if you talk to the Balts and if you read the NATO 

documents from November 2010, from the Lisbon Summit, or from May 2012, you also have to 

understand that this notion is deeply, deeply in the hearts of Global Zero, that nukes are all 

about nukes, is incorrect.  What the small guys in NATO believe, why they wanted to enter the 

alliance, why they wanted to get under the nuclear umbrella, was concern about land grabs: 

land grabs from the east.  And the nuclear deterrent helps deter land grabs as well as nuclear 

blackmail. 

And that’s important and it get completely lost in these notions of – you know, here’s 

Sam Nunn and some European colleagues have just put out a paper out of NTI that says we 

ought to get the weapons out of Europe.  Take 50 percent out now and say the rest come out in 

five years.  That misses the point. 

The allies want them there.  U.S. diplomats over the last four years have pressed the 

NATO allies really hard saying you really don’t need those things there, do you?  And the allies 

have come back resoundingly and said, yes we do.  So we need to listen to allies, not tell them 

what they think. 

 MR. MANSFIELD.  Right.  And it’s good to recall the original declaration where we look 

exactly at that question.  What would it take to prevent land grabs by this huge the Soviet 

army?  And the answer was, a hundred divisions. 

 MR. MILLER:  Yeah. 

 MR.  :  The rusting away of the deterrent is both an intentional, I think, and 

unintentional policy choice on the part of some.  Some would say, let’s just let it atrophy and 

then it’ll die.  Others who might be more inclined toward modernization, just prioritize other 

types of things.  In order to frame that choice a bit more effectively, it might be helpful for us to 

hear how do our allies or others under the umbrella perceive the slow deterioration of the 

arsenal.  Do they recognize that?  Are they sensitive to that point? 

 MR. MILLER:  I’d say that the Japanese government certainly does.  In the past you’ve 

heard – you could see your Japanese figures talk about the deterrent umbrella having holes and 

tatters in it.  I haven’t seen anything lately, because we keep talking about modernization and 



because we don’t write about the fact that we don’t modernize, or aren’t modernizing.  I don’t 

think that’s been picked up on yet.  I think after this round of budget talks on the Hill we might 

get some reaction if we don’t do anything else. 

 Other questions? 

 MR. PAUL LONGWORTH (ph):  Paul Longworth, I’m with Fluor.  I’ll add one more 

accolade.  I think you’ve been appointed to the NNSA Governance Commission.  I don’t know if 

you’ve accepted, but you mentioned modernization.  Can you talk about the other side of the 

coin, our ability to maintain an infrastructure that can support a stockpile in the future? 

 MR. MILLER:  As Bob DeGrasse is my witness, since I did accept, I’m going to refrain from 

any public comment on the NNSA and the infrastructure, except to say that without a modern 

nuclear weapons infrastructure and a modern production base, the deterrent is a hollow shell.  

You have to have the weapons and the delivery vehicles, not one or the other.  And so I will be 

interested in pursuing this with great detail over the next 12 months or so, once the 

commission gets funded. 

 Did I get that right. 

 MR. BOB DEGRASSE:  Great job. 

 (Laughter). 

 MR.  :  I’m with NNSA.  You made a lot of very good point. 

 MR. MILLER:  I sense a “but.” 

 MR.  :  No, there is no but.  The question is how do we start moving people – how do we 

start enacting or getting – how do we move forward?  A lot of very good points, but the how to 

part is the part that is very difficult when we’re funding the infrastructure modernization, some 

of that, because of the budget mood in the country.  But how do we move this from – here are 

the issues to here’s how we move forward? 

 MR. MILLER:  There’s a very simple word, and that’s leadership.  You have to have 

leadership in the executive branch and leadership on the Hill.  And that’s the only way it’s going 

to make a difference. 

You have to have the Department of Defense and the White House in the lead.  You 

have to have people on the Hill, in the Senate and the House, who recognize the situation for 

what it is.  And the comment about conventional forces and priorities and all, let me say only 

what I say when I’m asked questions about the British deterrent and the U.K. given that the 

U.K. is cutting its force size. 



A sophisticated military power, like ourselves or the United Kingdom, can always 

temporarily scale back conventional forces, as long as you maintain a cadre of trained officers 

and NCOs and a military production base which will allow you to grow back in the future.  When 

you get out of the deterrent business, you are out of the deterrent business.  If the four British 

SSBNs retire without replacement, that’s it.  There ain’t no British deterrent.  There’s not going 

to be a British deterrent unless a future British government decided that it was going to have a 

40 or 50 year program. 

That’s not going to happen.  The U.K. is going to replace its Vanguard submarines with 

an SSBN.  It will maintain continuous at sea deterrence in the future. 

 With conventional forces, you can come down and build back up.  But with nuclear 

forces, once you get to the end of the road, if there’s no replacement, you’re out of business.  

And that applies to the weapons complex as well as to the launch vehicles. 

 MR. HUESSY:  There’s a recent piece that says that we have to provide Iran and North 

Korea assurancy about their security concerns and that the problem is that they’re worried 

about us.  And part of that is, if we reduce our nuclear deterrent and scale back missile 

defenses – you’ve heard that from people like Jim Acton who does very well, genuinely, but I 

think not well thought out.  Could you connect the issue of proliferation, particularly in those 

two countries, and what we do in the nuclear business? 

 MR. MILLER: I said it in the prepared remarks.  I mean, their nuclear programs have 

nothing to do with our nuclear programs.  They have everything to do with our conventional 

capabilities and announced policies of regime change. 

If one were to try to develop some sort of understanding – a horrible phrase that goes 

back to the Ribbentrop-Molotov non-aggression pact -- or something like that where their 

legitimate fears were addressed, as opposed to their desires to dominate the region and 

terrorize their neighbors, one might be able to find some sort of an accommodation.  I don’t 

know what that is and I don’t know how one deals with regimes that sign pieces of paper today 

and break those pledges tomorrow.  But it’s got nothing to do with our nuclear forces.  We 

could have no nuclear forces at all and North Korea would still want to have a nuclear 

deterrent. 

 MR. BRUCE MILLER:  Yes, sir, Bruce Miller.   Misters Lieber and Press have been writing 

recently about deterrence in the 21st century.  And they’ve been talking about the parallel 

between the U.S. using nuclear weapons to stave off the Russians in the Cold War when they 

had conventional superiority.  And now it’s a situation where the U.S. has conventional 

superiority and other nations might use nuclear weapons to lash out in the end to prevent 



defeat and so forth, making an important deterrence mission for the 21st century to deter that 

strike back to prevent conventional defeat. 

Our forces today aren’t really structured well to do that.  Our capabilities aren’t 

structured well: very large, very dirty weapons, for instance.  Should we be re-opening a debate 

about new capabilities? 

 MR. MILLER:  I have three comments.  One, I don’t think we have very large, very dirty 

weapons.  We have some weapons that are large.  We have some weapons that are small.  I 

think we have a mix of capabilities. 

 Second, unless I learn something over the next 12 months, the odds of getting a new 

weapon or a new capability through the Congress is less than zero.  It ain’t going to happen.  So 

any political capital you use against that will be wasted and you can’t use it to gain something 

else. 

 The third point, and it is a frustrating point, is here again in this town U.S. and NATO 

conventional superiority, that’s a lot of crap.  It’s nonsense.  We have two brigade combat 

teams in Europe.  These two brigade combat teams are going to turn east, roll through Poland 

and roll on the way to Moscow, right, accompanied by the German army which won’t leave its 

own soil? 

 We have enormous military capability on the conventional side, and good for us.  But at 

the point of the spear, if you go along the NATO-Russian border, Russia has conventional 

military superiority.  And if you ask the Georgians about that badly equipped, poorly trained 

Russian army, you’ve got to ask them why the Russians are sitting on Georgian territory and not 

the reverse. 

So this notion that we have global conventional military superiority and that everybody 

is cowering because of it, is just nonsense.  And yet, it is a part of the accepted dogma as to why 

we need to get rid of nuclear weapons.  And if you believe Global Zero, we ought to buy a lot 

more prompt global strike weapons so we can use them to hit Russian silos. 

I don’t want to hit Russian silos.  I don’t want a war with Russia.  I want to prevent a 

war, not fight a war.  And again, these are sort of basic assumptions that people in this town 

take as givens when they are absolutely built on sand.  So thank you for letting me hit that one. 

 (Laughter). 

 Peter, anything else? 

 MR. HUESSY:  No, you’ve done marvelous, Frank. 



 (Applause). 

 MR. HUESSY:  For those of you interested in hearing what the Chinese offer us, next 

week we have a trifecta of speakers on China.  Gordon Chang is going to talk about the political 

uses of military power in China.  Rick Fisher is going to talk about the military forces, 

particularly the nukes.  And Mike Pillsbury will say whatever he’s going to say.  I don’t know.  

But he has been doing some work about what the evolving Chinese military doctrine, and has 

actually gone and talked to Chinese military officers, as you know, because he knows the 

language.  So that’s on the 24th, which I believe is Friday. 

 We have a number of new seminars, which will be announced: one on geospatial issues, 

one dealing with the labs.  Lawrence Livermore has committed, but I’m looking for two other 

lab folks to speak about – to further reiterate what Dr. Cook said.  We have Dr. Cook’s remarks, 

by the way, they’re just in a form that we’re not able to post on the site, so I’m going to get Dr. 

Cook to reformat them and send it differently to us. 

 And we also have a new speaker from the Carmen Group who will talk about Chinese 

use of cyber warfare and what they’re up to, which is in the hope of developing a separate 

cyber security seminar series under AFA auspices down the road, which is difficult to do given 

the wide variety of people and interest.  We hope to be able to put some boundary on it and 

educate people and hear their input. 

We also are interested in people who would like to support a triad conference in which 

we have two, one in Washington and one in Minot, North Dakota.   We are working with the 

Navy to plan one in Kings Bay in October.  If you’re interested in speaking or you’re interested 

in supporting us, please let us know. 

And let Sarah know if you would like to attend next week’s breakfast on China on the 

24th.  Again, on behalf of our sponsors, Frank Miller you did a wonderful job and thank you for 

coming to talk to us today.  Thank you. 

 (Applause). 

 


