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DWG:  Sir, it’s a great pleasure to have the junior Senator from the great state of Georgia here this morning.  A member of the Senate Armed Services Committee since just over a year ago, I guess.  The Senator is the only Fortune 500 executive serving in the Senate.  You ran Reebok Athletic, and you also ran Dollar -- 
Senator Perdue:  That’s correct.  Dollar General. 
DWG:  So a lot of business experience, which is no doubt useful in dealing with Pentagon issues.  I won’t go there, but --

Senator Perdue:  We can talk about that.  I’d love to go there.

DWG:  You’ve just been traveling in Asia recently, a couple of times over the last couple of months.  You’ve been in South Korea, Japan, Singapore for I guess a big Defense Ministers meeting.  You’ve been to the DMZ.
So I’d like to draw on those experiences a little bit in light of what’s happened overnight.  This is kind of a historic morning, given what happened in Singapore overnight.  I really just want to ask your reaction to it, but let me frame it a little bit too.

The President said last night or this morning, depending on which time zone you’re talking about, that he was offering the concession to the North Koreans, that the United States would stop doing military exercises with the South Korean military as long as the talks are continuing and fruitful, in his view.

How big of a concession do you see that as being, Senator?  How important are those exercises?  Is it a big deal that he’s done that, or are they not that important and it’s not that big a deal?

Senator Perdue:   Well, in my opinion, first let me pull a perspective on my answers today.  I lived in Asia during my career in Singapore and Hong Kong.  I kept an apartment in [Crusa], I had an office in Tokyo, and I’ve been working over there, including India and so forth.  I had an office in [Nordum] which is outside Delhi for a while.  So I’ve been a China watcher, I’ve been involved in Korea and Japan and Southeast Asia for much of my career, and I’m very troubled today.

This concession today, I was surprised, frankly, because the President had said earlier that that was not necessarily going to be part of the first meeting, but I don’t think it’s as big a deal as it might appear this morning, just because we have so many other things in the region.  However, the coordination with the South Korean military is absolutely critical.  They built a brand-new base for us in South Korea. 

I’m personally one that believes that it’s very premature to talk about removal of troops from South Korea, and we can talk about that later.  But I’m very hopeful.  I see the results of a four-hour meeting, and I’m encouraged that they’re moving now to the next level where people can talk about the details of denuclearization, what that really means, the time table, and then how they might “rejoin” the community of nations.  
We’re got some experience to this with Iran where we said, the past President said if, you know, if we treat them, normalize relations just a little bit, give them some concessions, that they’ll rejoin the community of nations, and we’ve seen them do just the opposite.
So this is going to be a long pull.  It is very frustrating negotiating that part of the world.  I will tell you from personal experience this is not going to happen in a fortnight, and it will not be linear.  There will be days that we think yes, we’ll have peace; and there will be days, oh, my God, we’re going to have a nuclear holocaust, which is exactly where we’ve been for the last year.

I will say this.  This President’s reengaging.  If you look at the testing of North Korea, it correlates with our withdrawal from the international scene directly, and it also correlates with what we did with Iran.  So I’ll leave it at that.

DWG:  As a follow-up, I guess you mentioned that the definition of denuclearization of the peninsula is sort of going to be the key question, or one of them.  In the past, North Korean descriptions of what they meant by denuclearization have included the United States committing itself to withdrawing its nuclear umbrella from the peninsula, to saying to South Korea, we no longer will use, in the event of war we will not be using, we’re taking nuclear weapons off the table.  
Do you think that the President should consider making such a concession?  If so, in exchange for what?  And wouldn’t, if he did, wouldn’t that risk South Korea and Japan building nuclear weapons of their own?

Senator Perdue:  I would totally disagree with that.  That’s totally premature to have that kind of conversation right now.

The total denuclearization is pretty clear.  It talks about all, it should talk about all fissible material, any capability to generate that, any capability to produce a bomb, and then any ability to deliver that bomb, period.  

I was just in Beijing.  I was in five cities.  There were two trips recently, and it was a shocking, I’d like to talk about these later, but the trip I’ll talk about now is the trip to China.  Five cities before we went to Korea on that visit.  And we met with [Li Qushing] and we met with four Politburo members of the eight leaders of China.  The day we were supposed to meet with Xi Jinping, that meeting got canceled because he was meeting with Kim Jong-un.  So we were right in the middle of it at that point in time when they were meeting.  And we were told in no uncertain terms by those high-level officials, and this was an official conversation, that China supported our definition of total denuclearization in the Korean peninsula.  There was no misunderstanding about it, no prevarication.  These were private conversations but they have since said that publicly.  
And I think that we need to be very clear, this is not a negotiation.  We told them that we were totally resolved -- Democrats, Republicans, legislative body, administration -- we are totally behind the President regarding total denuclearization. 
I think it would be terrible to throw on there any concession except for economic development.  That’s why I’m troubled by the military cooperation comments that have been made about our cooperation with South Korea and the maneuvers there.
DWG:  Tass?

DWG:  Senator, would you mind talking a bit about international dimension of the whole thing.  How do you see the potential role of China, Russia, South Korea, Japan in this development?  So far it looks like it’s treated as a bilateral exercise, but I don’t think there are any Korea experts who believe that this denuclearization can actually be achieved by only two sides.
Senator Perdue:  I totally agree with that, and that was a comment, the conversation we had in Beijing.  I have not been to Moscow and talked to anyone there about this, but I can tell you in the conversations that we had with the people in Beijing, I don’t think that we will get to the objective in a total bilateral way.  I agree with that.  

I also believe that this is not just about the denuclearization of North Korea.  We’ve got to look at this in a much more comprehensive way.  The whole ZTE thing, the 232 issue that’s before us right now in Congress.  The mistake we make in the United States many times, particularly in the legislative branch, is we try to look at things without backing up and looking at it in a much more comprehensive way.  And this is very dangerous, in my opinion.
China right now, for the last 30 years, 40 years actually, you can go even further than that, but certainly since Deng Xiaoping, has pretty much told us what their plan was and what they were trying to do.  They did it in a very subtle, understated way for decades, and right now they’re not so understated, and they quote the proverbs of the warring states period from 400BC to 400AD, and they’re acting accordingly.  That’s the startling thing, is that they are acting accordingly.

So when they published Made in China 2025 and they are out there publicly with the One Belt One Road strategy, with these loans across the world, you can’t talk about North Korea or Iran or Syria in a vacuum.  These are all issues of a comprehensive nature and need to be dealt with that way.

I think the idea that we can single-handedly go to North Korea and get that done without the help of Moscow or Beijing I think is probably wrong.
DWG:  Sidney, Breaking Defense.  To follow up on that, there’s been a lot of talk about how [ZTE-01] trying to make concessions, trying to get their support on North Korea.  Obviously, you said these things are all linked.  You said they’re linked.  What is the danger, though, in perhaps going soft on China on some issues to get their help on North Korea?  How will that perhaps come back to bite us?  How do you deal with China, get their help, without setting a trap for ourselves?
Senator Perdue:  Well the whole ZTE thing, again, is exactly what I was just talking about.  You can’t deal with that in a vacuum.  What the President did with the $1.7 billion fine and the board is going to be removed, and the management team’s going to be removed, is not dissimilar than what you would have with a major SEC violation here.

So I don’t necessarily see that as going soft.  It’s part of a bigger plan.  And that’s why the trade negotiations right now, I think, are very critical.  You can’t talk about trade just from a business perspective.  I think you have to talk about it in the geopolitical context that we see.

So I think the message with the Chinese is that, number one, remember, they have a different setup.  Their leader, when he speaks he can back it up.  Here, we’ve got a legislative body and so forth.  So the debate’s on right now about how involved the legislative process should be in trade negotiations and in these other issues.

Now we know that treaties have to be ratified.  So we have advice and consent, and I support that.  But I think right now we’ve got to make sure that we have a unified voice with regard to China.  I think we’re sending mixed signals right now.  They’re misreading them.  And that comes from the personal conversations I’ve had with their leaders in the last two months, and that can be very dangerous, that we have misleading signals like that.
Look, they know we have one objective right now and it’s a priority and that’s to denuke the North Koreans, and they’re supportive of that.  What we have to do to help accomplish that, to the earlier question, is to be determined.
DWG:  Leo?

DWG:  Senator, have you, before we get too far on North Korea, I’m concerned about the troops issue here, and South Korea, it was somewhat surprising --

Senator Perdue:  Yeah, I was surprised, too.

DWG:  What’s the net step forward?  It seems like this is already out of the box.  The President has said that he is going to [cancel] these exercises.  What’s next [inaudible] to get South Korea calmer about this, or --

Senator Perdue:  South Korea and Japan.  I mean I just met with three Defense Ministers in Asia and three Foreign Ministers and two heads of state, and there are several observations that I’ll give you, and they’re very troubling.

Because of the propaganda machine coming out of Beijing, we are now seen as the aggressor in Southeast Asia, and some of those Southeast Asia leaders are now defending China’s move in the South China Sea.  As nonsensical as that is.  So the idea that the President has said this might be on the table doesn’t mean that it’s a signed part of any agreement.  He’s totally capable of backing up and withdrawing that if the results aren’t there on the other side, and we haven’t heard what the requirements would be for that even.  So I don’t believe this is necessarily a negotiated tenet yet, so I wouldn’t be surprised if it weren’t part of the final deal, frankly, if they don’t get the right reaction from North Korea.
But I think the next step is very simple.  First of all, you’ve got to get it in Pompeo’s hands and you’ve got to start talking about a time line and what are the finite checkoff points where, you know, we have to see certain things happen, and then certain other things will happen on our side.  That’s where I think Beijing and Moscow get to be important in terms of helping support that.

I think Beijing’s done a good job lately of helping us enforce the sanctions.  And I can tell you first-hand, having met defectors, recent defectors out of North Korea, and of course this is all anecdotal, but we met enough of them to believe that the sanctions are really having a bite in North Korea right now.
DWG:  Otto?

DWG:  Senator, the big bugaboo in this thing is going to be verification.

Senator Perdue:  We we’ve learned.

DWG:  Yeah, your dealing with the Asians, it’s a history that you can never count on them saying yes means yes down the line.  So how do we get anything approaching verified denuclearization?

Senator Perdue:  I think it’s the most important part of this, sir.  We’ve learned from the IAEA limitations that we see in the JCPOA just how important that is.  Frankly, in some areas, we don’t know what we don’t know.

I think in this case, having, first of all as I said earlier, negotiation is going to take a while.  This is not going to be linear and there will be fits and starts because they’re masters at this, I’ll just tell you.  This is a 5000-year culture in China.  These people understand how to do this.  But the verification to me is the most important part of this, along with the timetable.  I don’t think this should be a five-year exercise, but it’s not going to happen in five months, either.  

I think what the IAEA, I mean they have to be a part of this, but we have to have access in a way that we don’t right now in Iran.  So I think we can learn from the last two years particularly, in the limitations that we’ve seen with the IAEA and others, who should be observers in that regard, with regard to what North Korea’s doing.

North Korea’s not a huge country, but it’s a big country, a lot of tunnels, a lot of places, and you hear him now talking about dismantling some of his capability.  Well, that’s fine, all well and good, but we’d like to be the ones to determine where and when and how.

DWG:  We don’t even know how many nukes they have going into this, so if they offer us 20, we don’t know whether that’s half of them or not.  They’ve got so many places to hide.  Most of North Korea is mountains and lots of places to hide.

Senator Perdue:  I’ve seen it.  And the military, I mean the information we’re getting from the military, it’s a lot easier to get a handle on the delivery systems in the way you’re mentioning that, and fissible material the same way.  Now there are ways we can detect that and so forth.  We don’t think that, well, there are ways that we can detect that.
DWG:  Tony?

DWG:  I wanted to turn to the NDAA for a moment, because the NDAA is being [inaudible] right now and negotiated.  I was wondering if you felt that it was properly positioned or postured to deal with the issue of U.S. military cooperation in South Korea and North Korea right now.  Is it something that, is that an avenue for, often that document is used to express a sense of Congress or try to get clarification from the White House on things.  Is that something you’d [think of] using?

Senator Perdue:  I would, yeah.  But I think there’s too much -- I’m a one-person voice on this and I’ll try to qualify it for you guys, because you’re used to seeing an NDAA, you’re used to hearing people talk about how important it is.  I’m a voice that says okay, tell me what happens in appropriations.  The sense of it’s fine, but as we’ve seen with the littoral ship, as we’ve seen with others, there are things that happen between the authorization and appropriation.  So it’s all about where the money gets spent.  And quite frankly, I don’t think the NDAA has much impact on what’s going on right now with North Korea.
Now you’ll hear debate today, and we heard a speech last night about how we should deal with tariffs and other things relating to what the President’s doing and how they relate to foreign policy, which is the other question.

I think the NDAA does not speak as directly or comprehensively -- based on what I see in it right now -- relative to the North Korea, the conversation that we have on North --

DWG:  It’s your view that at this point now maybe it ought to be reenergized in that direction?

Senator Perdue:  No, I don’t.   Here’s why.  I think we could do that for the next month.  We need to get this done because we’ve got 12 appropriation bills sitting on go, and we’ve got I think 30 days, something like 30 days left between now and September 30.  The number one, most insidious thing we do in Congress to our military, and that means to our foreign policy, is we allow a continuing resolution to happen.   It’s happened 180 times over the last 44 years.  And by the way, we’ve only funded our military and we’ve only funded our government four times by the end of the fiscal year in the last 44 years.
So the NDAA takes up a lot of time.  It’s a tradition.  And I know those of us who are military watchers and people involved in that think it’s absolutely critical, and it does have some good pieces to it, but it’s really the appropriation process that is where all this is going to happen.  So there could be more debate inside that defense appropriation bill as we get to it in the next few weeks.

DWG:  Mark Sallinger?

DWG:  Missile Defense Agency has benefited a lot from North Korea.  A lot of their funding has been provided because of the threat from North Korea.  If the peninsula is denuclearized, and just the talk about denuclearizing advances, what effect do you think that’s going to have on MDA’s budget?  Is it going to be harder to get funding for that?  Or should some of the systems eventually go away, or be retargeted?
Senator Perdue:  I don’t see it having a short-term impact.  I think the world’s extremely dangerous right now.  We don’t know what’s going on with the JCPOA and Iran, within a very short period of time now, eight years.  I think the other thing, there’s still a lot of nukes pointed at a lot of places on the earth and it’s very dangerous.  I think the INF is another controversial issue right now relative to the asymmetric position it puts China in relative to no limitations on the range of their cruise missiles, et cetera.

So I don’t think it will have a short-term impact on that.

DWG:  Jen, Aviation Week?

DWG:  I wanted to follow up on something you said earlier about needing to speak with a unified voice on a lot of these issues.  What should that voice be, in your opinion?  Are we moving in the right direction?
Senator Perdue:  Not yet.  That’s a great question.  Thank you.

I don’t have the full answer to that, but I do know this, that we know what China is doing right now, and believe the struggle for the next 50 years, and it may have been true for the last 100 years too, there are different forms of government.  There’s a state control belief and there are a couple of countries that support that and operate that way.  And then there’s self-determination.  Self-determination right now, most of the countries in the world in one form or another have sort of moved in that direction and want a self-determination type government.

I believe right now with regard to China, we need to be more actively engaged.  The withdrawal that we saw for seven or eight years is very dangerous, and they misinterpreted that, I believe.  So they’ve gone public with what they’re doing.  And if you look at what they quote from the proverbs from 2000 years ago and also from prior leaders in China’s history, remember, in 1789 China had the largest economy in the world.  When George Washington was sworn in, they had the largest economy.  They feel like their rightful place is the hegemon.  Deng Xiaoping used to quote the proverbs that there can’t be two suns in the sky, nor two emperors on the earth, and I think they see us, the Americans as a hegemon.

So what they’ve done, in 2009 they put $6.5 billion into a PR campaign that basically positioned the U.S. as the aggressor in Southeast Asia.  So now, consequently, you’ve got the belief over there that what China’s doing in South China Sea is very reasonable and appropriate, even though the Hague and every international court has looked at it and said no, there’s no foundation.  That’s a problem.
So I believe we’ve got to take a new look at that.  I know Secretary Mattis has agreed with that.  I think Secretary Pompeo has agreed with that.  But we have not, we don’t have yet that comprehensive strategy that I think would be contemporary with what’s going on right now.

So I’m pushing or encouraging the administration that this is not just about North Korea, it’s not just about Iran.  We’ve got to deal with this rise of China, particularly as it relates to how we invest in our military and then how we handle our foreign policy.

The number one asset we have is our ally base.  If you look at the total GDP, if you lined it up, self determination versus status control, it’s about 55 or 60 trillion dollars on one side, and about 15 trillion on the other, so this is a long way to go before we have that kind of breakdown.

But I will say this.  That in Southeast Asia, when you look at Australia and Singapore and Malaysia and Indonesia, you’ve got tremendous inroads being made right now by China on the economic front, and everybody over there has one foot in both camps.  They have a foot in our camp for security, but from an economic viability point of view, they have a foot in the China camp.  So it’s now being divided, that part of the world’s being divided in a way that frankly, I had not seen in my career.  And I got it wrong the first 30 years looking at this.  I really thought that what Deng Xiaoping was saying was right, that they would open up and liberalize, but now we have a President for life over there.  They’ve done away with term limits.  They very definitely are vertical.
I spent a half a day or better than a half a day with Jack Ma at Alibaba.  We went to [Tenset], spent a day at DJI.  Five cities over there.  And my take-away is that China now has integrated in such a way that they’re extremely vertical.  Whether it’s military, business, medical, education.  It’s all vertical.  That’s why their AI lead -- what they’re doing in AI right now is extremely concerning simply because they just got access to all the data. 
So if you have data in China, it’s government data.

DWG:  [Inaudible] pursuing the right course with China and with our global alliances?  I mean in the last week there’s been --

Senator Perdue:  I’m particularly one that believes that you can have a tough trade conversation with your friends.  But what happened at G7, I think, is a little bit troubling because I want to make sure, I mean I think the President wants to make sure they know we’re serious about leveling this playing field.

Look what happened to NATO.  Remember, this President said -- he’s got a different negotiating style, I will say that.  He wanted to blow up NATO, remember that?  When he was running.  I’m going to blow NATO up.  Well, what was his point?  His point was they have not been investing in their own self-defense at the level that they should have been, even by their own estimates.  We’ve been covering that, to the tune of about $400 billion a year.  If you look at the difference between what we’ve been spending as part of our GDP, what they’ve been spending as part of their collective GDP, which is about the same, it’s about $200 billion a year.  That’s serious.  

So what he said then is you need to increase it.  What are they doing?  They’ve doubled their commitment.  The same thing’s happening right now in the trade.  South Korea.  He wanted to blow that up.  Well, we got into some serious negotiation, I was part of that, and we now have a new FTA with South Korea.  I think you’ll see NAFTA come along this year.
So I don’t have a problem having a trade conversation at the same time that you’re reinforcing your alliance.  There’s nothing wrong with that, and I think we can do that.

I think that’s what Pompeo’s trying to do right now, behind the scenes.

From a personal point of view, and I’ve said this to the President.  I would have preferred to have done it in stages.  I would have preferred to reassure and reestablish those alliances firmly so there’s no question and put a placeholder for this tariff/trade conversation, and have that as the next step.  It’s very difficult to do them concurrently, but that’s what we’re doing now.

DWG:  And just in the last week you had the G7, the press calls it a blowup, anyway a disagreement between friends, pretty serious disagreement it would seem.  And then the announcement this morning, I mean I don’t know whether the South Koreans were warned ahead, that they were going to find out they’re not exercising the U.S. troops anymore, I kind of doubt it, though, don’t you Senator?
Senator Perdue:  Well, I won’t speculate on that.

DWG:  -- foreign policy?

Senator Perdue:  I won’t speculate on that, David.  I know I spent a lot of time with General Brooks.  General Brooks has a very good working relationship.  Our military has a great relationship with the South Koreans.  They spent a lot of money creating a brand-new base over there.  We’re not going anywhere any time soon.

So this little blow up right here, it’s not the first time we’ve had that kind of potential misunderstanding with the South Koreans, so I’m not that concerned about it.

DWG:  Saundra?

DWG:  Thank you, Senator.  I wanted to also ask you about China and the possibility that we would be in a space race with China.  I know you mentioned AI, they’re investing.  People say that ultimately [inaudible] in space.  Are they likely to threaten military satellites?  Are they posing a real threat in your mind in the space race?

Senator Perdue:  Well, there are military writers that are out there who observe what’s going on and they say that we had our Sputnik moment in 2007, I think it was, when they shot down one of their weather satellites.  Show down and created this space debris out there.  So since then, they haven’t done that.
What they have done is spent a lot of time and money developing other capabilities to attack GPS satellites, to either jam or destroy, put them off orbit and so forth.

When I was growing up there were three domains.  When Otto had a uniform on there were three domains, basically.  Space was a scientific endeavor.  That’s the way the has always [inaudible].  But remember, we had the Sputnik moment.  Sputnik had an exterior that was a reflective silver material.  You know why they did that?  They wanted us to be able to see it during daylight and you could, by God, see the thing.  And that was a Sputnik moment that created NASA and created 20 years of dramatic technological investment in this country that created a lot of the innovation you saw in the ‘90s and you’re seeing today, frankly.  They’re direct carry-ons from that.

And what China has done is given us another Sputnik moment.  We just missed it.  

So now, instead of just air, sea and land, you’ve got cyber and you’ve got space.  China, for 30 years [has] looked at space as a military effort.  And so we need to recognize that.  There are five domains now.  I believe there are five major risks.  That’s a very dangerous matrix.
China is not just an equal part of one -- they’re not 20 percent of that.  They’re a much bigger part of that in my mind, and I really think, honestly, that the Russia/U.S. relationship is one of those that needs work.  We’ve got to decide what the positioning that we’re going to have with Putin is going to be and we need to have a very concerted effort to make sure we’re -- and there’s another one where we need to speak in a unified manner.

DWG:  So the NDAA, your committee’s version of the NDAA has a lot of provisions about space being a [domestic] domain like you said, and [inaudible].  Is that going to be enough to get to the point that you were talking about?

Senator Perdue:  I don’t know, and that’s a concern.  But we’re putting $160 billion in two years toward our military above what we were spending.

Now this is after -- let me put that in perspective.  

Our 30-year average is 4.1 percent of GDP, and I don’t believe percentage of GDP is the right way to measure our military spending.  It’s just a benchmark.  I think what you do is you look at your missions, your threats, and then decide what you have to do to do that.

Well, what have we been doing for 20 years?  We’ve been burning up our military fighting terrorists.  So when President Obama said we’re going to refocus on Asia, I supported that.  But it was kind of a hollow refocus because there was nothing behind it.  And when you look at what Harry Harris has had to do as PACOM Commander in the Pacific, it’s been a yeoman’s job.  With just a few submarines, trying to keep track of 400 submarines in the Pacific Ocean, that’s a big deal.

So I don’t know if it’s enough, but putting $160 billion in there in two years is, it goes a long way.  A significant portion of that is directed at cyber and space.  So I will tell you that we’re doing a lot of things to develop our capability both offensive and defensive on cyber.  I’m concerned that we’re doing the same thing we did with our Air Force for many years back in the 20th century, where we siloed development.  You know, Army’s got a Cyber Center, Navy’s got a Cyber Center.  That sort of thing.  So my encouragement has been, particularly on development, like training and developing capabilities, is to centralize that, and I think you’re going to see some of that. 
And space, again, is one that we are accelerating on.  And I will give Secretary Mattis high marks for this.  He said look, I need 240 just to get readiness going.  I’ll do 160 in the first two years.  The other 80 I’ll find in the first two years.  So for the first time this November, and don’t miss this today, there’s a direct connection between the two crises in our country.  This geopolitical global security issue is very real, and it’s destabilized, it’s probably more dangerous than at any time in my lifetime, but it’s backed up by a debt crisis here that underpins our ability to either deal with that or not deal with it, so it goes to your question about how we’re going to invest in space.

In the ‘60s when we built NASA we were able to out-spend anybody in the world.  Today we have to go to other countries and borrow the money that we’re spending on it.
DWG:  Ariana?

DWG:  I wanted to talk a little bit about the JSTARS [recap] program or the lack of one in favor for the new Advanced Battle Management System.  

You [inaudible] over the last year or so have raised some concerns about this, the Air Force not [pursuing] this [inaudible] program.  And now that the Air Force has laid out a little bit of a plan for the road ahead at Robbins Air Force Base, would you believe it’s sufficient enough going forward with a new system?  Or do you believe there might be a capability gap on that?
Senator Perdue:  Oh, there’s definitely a capability gap.  I’ve been screaming that for three years.  JSTARS is housed in my hometown.  And I remember in 1962 when pretty much every B-52 and every KC-135 that we owned was there temporarily.  1962 was the Cuba Missile Crisis.  So they would leave Robbins to go up and do the Arctic route and they’d go down and do the route around Cuba.

Now I see JSTARS -- JSTARS is the most demanded piece of Air Force equipment we’ve got, and these are old used 707s.  We bought them from Pakistani Air, Air India, after they had already been burned out, and we’ve been running them for 30 years.

We saw this capability, it was originally a very significant capability.  What the Air Force has done is they’ve extended the life of that capability, the current capability with the current equipment, and I think they can do that.  We’ve been flying B-52s.  We’re still flying B-52s as part of the triad.  They can extend the life of those things for a few years, and they’ve closed that gap.  They’ve also pulled forward the ABMS so that on paper they’ve closed the gap.  And it takes money to do that.
I do agree that wasting money on trying to recap this plane that’s not going to have access into denied airspace began to make no sense.  So when you had a change in leadership and General Mattis started looking at this thing, he said wait a minute.  In a very limited capital environment, let’s take that capital and build a capability that can go into both, and I support that.

So we’re going to see.  The money that’s in there right now, it can avoid the gap, but I’m very concerned about that capability gap.  We have a capability gap in here today.  If you ask any combatant commander, they will tell you that they’re only getting a very small percentage of that type of support that they request.

DWG:  Do you think [inaudible] could do it better?  The ABMS system could do it better than the JSTARs?

Senator Perdue:  It’s not doing it better.  Nothing will do it any better than what we do now with that radar and then the battle management people on the plane, but they can’t go into a denied airspace.  So what’s happening with the technology today is that our adversaries are pushing that envelope further and further out so that you don’t have that capability.  And the ABMS deals with that in a way that the current platform just, it can’t be adapted to do that.

DWG:  Sonya?

DWG:  Good morning, Senator.  I just wanted to know if you thought the Pentagon was doing enough to catch up on hypersonics.
Senator Perdue:  You can never do enough against a new technology, and this one is very concerning.  It points out, though, this asymmetric challenge.

We’ve gone through hundreds of years, maybe centuries, multiple centuries, of matching the opponent’s capability.  So a lot of times it was set pieces on ground, in the air, on the sea and under the sea.

Today when you can take a million-dollar missile and take out an aircraft carrier, that’s an asymmetric capability.  So that’s very concerning.  That technology is out there.

We believe we can fight the fleet today if we had to do that, but that’s a technology that, you know, we’re dealing with.  And yeah, I think we’re addressing that in the way that we should.

DWG:  Republica? 

DWG:  [Inaudible] PACOM and unified [inaudible] last summer [inaudible] problem.  Is what your committee is continuing to do is [inaudible]?

Senator Perdue:  Yeah, we’re being [brave], yeah.  There’s definite progress.  For example, the F/A-18s.  A year and a half ago two-thirds couldn’t fly.  The number today is classified, but it’s much reduced. 

We have two issues.  First, let me back up and give you a context on this.

There are three issues that, and I just talked to the Secretary of the Navy, our Secretary of the Navy in Singapore.  He was over there and we had a very substantive conversation about this.

Number one, the first charge.  If you were a Secretary of one of the services, your first charge is to get readiness up.  When two-thirds of your F-18s can’t fly, you’ve got submarines sitting in drydock.  I mean it was a real problem.  That was the direct result of the disinvestment over a decade.  And it was the third one in 40 years, guys.  We did it in the late ‘70s.  We did it in the 1990s.  And we just did it in eight years here.  Those three disinvestments put us at 3.1 percent of GDP.
When we look at what we’re trying to do here, combatant commanders and that sort of thing, I’m concerned that the asymmetric war, how we fight the fleet today, what China’s doing with air and the fleet is, we’ve got to pay attention.  So there are three things.  Readiness, operations, and then recap.  And you can’t just start spending money on stuff that won’t get here for 12 years.  Quite frankly, that’s where we were.  Readiness had gone down, operations were not being handled properly, so the military was not in a state of readiness that it should have been, and that’s being corrected right now.

The people on the tip of the spear are spread too thin.  The pace is much faster than it needs to be.  And look, we’ve been at war for 20 years in Iraq and Afghanistan, Syria.  Remember what we just did in Syria, with about two thousand Special Ops troops, ISIS kept getting pushed back and back and they’ve virtually been pushed out of Syria today.  Now Syria’s still destabilized.  I’m not trying to say that, but I’m just saying we’ve pushed our guys too hard.  The realization is that we’ve spread our Special Ops guys probably too thin, particularly in Africa.  We saw the events of the Navy where that was training and equipment, and we see the event in Niger earlier this year where that possibly could have been put back on training as well.  So these are concerns that I have.

And we’re doing things that China’s not having to do.  What China is doing is expanding their sphere of influence in the world economically and militarily in one, the military thing they worry about is pushing out from their coast.  If you look at their maps, their maps are turned 90 degrees from ours.  So you look at the China coast and you see the Pacific going this way, not this way, and you never see a map over there that shows the U.S. or the Americans in the middle of the map and the Atlantic and the Pacific.  It’s always the Pacific in the middle and the Americas over here and Asia, Europe and Africa over here.  That’s the way they see it.
DWG:  I wanted to go back to North Korea, if I can.  The President said a couple of things last night at his press conference that I think come down to that [inaudible].

The first was, he said the war games with the South Koreans are provocative.  That’s an argument that’s been made by the North Koreans for a while.  The Pentagon has even said it’s right out of their playbook.  It amounts to North Korean propaganda.

The second thing the President said was that he was impressed by the fervor by which the North Korean people support Kim Jong-un.  You’ve been as critical as anyone about the brutality of that regime.   Given those comments, is the President still in a strong negotiating position as he moves forward?
Senator Perdue:  I think so, absolutely.  I don’t, I’ve never agreed with 100 percent of what this President says off the cuff like that.  I don’t agree with those comments.  I mean I personally think that our commitment to South Korea cannot be wavering or even questioned at this point in time.  But I don’t think what he said yesterday in those two comments puts us in a weaker position regarding North Korea.  

Our conversation with the Chinese haven’t changed, and what the President is trying to do with Russia, has also had that same level of conversation there.  That’s why I think the Mueller investigation complicates this dialogue as well.

I think the idea with the North Koreans should be Kim Jong-un was, he was raised in Switzerland, and I think he’s been given instruction from Beijing anyway, that I don’t think it’s in Beijing’s self-interest to have a nuclear capability on their northern border, but they sure don’t want a refugee crisis, and I can tell you for a fact, the people in North Korea, you know, how do you measure support when you get no information?  It’s a closed society.  It has no power.  It has virtually no food.  People are suffering.
I could show you pictures that the refugees are bringing out of these camps.  It’s a totalitarian regime and the problem is, are we as a western power going to be able to get a conversation about human rights and that sort of thing in this debate?  

And I look at this in steps.  First of all is the whole nuclear capability.  Delivery and the nuclear capability has got to be dismantled.  The other things we have to deal with.

I don’t like comparing him to Gaddafi.  I don’t think that’s constructive at all. 

But negotiations are going to move forward and we’ll see how Pompeo and the State Department get along with dealing with that type of negotiation.  It’s going to be hard.

DWG:  Good morning.  Obviously, one [inaudible] negotiations yesterday was Mattis.  I just [inaudible] he was at the Pentagon briefing room yesterday and [inaudible] Singapore.  Do you think that, how much [inaudible] to have Mattis there, and do you think [inaudible]?
Senator Perdue:  I can’t speculate on how they got to that point or even if it was a team effort there with Mattis in the conversation.  I’ll say this, I think we’ve got as good a team as you’re going to ever have with Mattis and Pompeo advising the President about those issues.

This meeting, for him to not be in Singapore doesn’t bother me at all.  In fact I would prefer for him not to have been there.  I think he was, if he was in the Pentagon that’s exactly where he should have been.  Just like Mike Pitts, by law, had to be here.  
You know, I believe the advice that Mattis is giving, he’s giving it from a perspective of history and also of this change in China that I’m talking about.  So I wouldn’t -- and just go back and look at comments that were made over the last six months.  I wouldn’t put too much weight in any of these comments coming immediately out of four hours, remember.  And we haven’t had the substantive negotiations behind that.  That’s where we’ll get the meaningful, I think, language that we can really cue into.

DWG:  Stars and Stripes.
DWG:  What role does Congress have in these negotiations going forward with North Korea?  How can they play a role in this?

Senator Perdue:  You’ve been reading the paper the last few days, right?  Look, we have advice and consent.  We have three branches of government.  And there’s a balance here.  The world, as fast as it’s moving and so forth, we have to have a Commander-in-Chief who can negotiate.  And if it’s a treaty then we have to ratify the treaty, obviously.

The problem I have with the JCPOA, for example, is that it wasn’t treated as a treaty.  I feel like it should have been.  That was substantial enough.  This one, I would make the same argument.  If you’re going to have an agreement like that, let’s get it to a treaty level and let’s ratify it in Congress.

I made that comment when President Obama was in, why wouldn’t I make that comment now?  That does not diminish the role of the Commander-in-Chief in terms of negotiating, as long as it’s explained that way.  I don’t think it’s any more complicated than that.

However, where some people in Congress feel like we need to be involved in every tariff decision and everything else, that’s problematic to me because we just don’t move that fast.  

The Senate, by definition, was supposed to be a very deliberative body, and it was never supposed to be a tactical, day-to-day decision-making body.  And that’s where I think we run into trouble, and there’s a fine line there.  We have to be very careful not to overstep that.

DWG:  Thank you, sir, for doing this.  Back to the joint exercises.  It sounds like it’s, from your earlier remarks, this could be a temporary concession, maybe for as long as negotiations continue.  Is that sort of your understanding?  It’s not enumerated in the text anywhere. 
Senator Perdue:  I would say this as a comment, and I’m not trying to diminish it because the President could absolutely be committed to that.  I don’t know.  I haven’t talked to him about it.  But I do know this.  It hasn’t been in any of the conversations I’ve been in, obviously.

So I would not put a lot of weight in that yet, until we see it as part of an agreement on the other side.  Then I think we can say it’s something for real, and we’ll see how it works out.

I’m not in the negotiations, nor should I be, and I trust Mattis and Pompeo and these other guys that are going to be doing that, so we’ll see how the next few weeks go.

What I am looking for, though, is a timetable.  I think hopefully within some short period of time people will come out and talk about the milestones here that we’re going to try to achieve.  Now they may not do that, but if you don’t do that, my experience in negotiating in that part of the world is it just, it’s a drip, drip, drip over a long period of time, and we need to show some progress on this one.

DWG:  Senator, thank you so much for joining us this morning.

Senator Perdue:  Thank you.  I appreciate all the interest.

DWG:  I hope you’ll come again.  I hope you’re on the Senate Armed Services Committee for a while, and --

Senator Perdue:   I will be.

DWG:  -- and we’ll ask you back next year.

Senator Perdue:  I will be.  And I’m very involved, I was on Foreign Relations for the first two years, and I think it’s really important to have those two integrated, so I’m making that pitch in there right now.  Thank you, guys.
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