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Introduction of Senator Hillary Clinton

Prepared remarks of Robert Gallucci, Dean, The Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service:

Good Morning.  I am Bob Gallucci, Dean of the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, and it is my great pleasure to welcome you to Georgetown University.  Together with the Association of the U.S. Army and the Center for American Progress, we here at Georgetown, the School of Foreign Service and the Center for Peace and Security Studies are very pleased to be hosting today’s conference.

This is an extraordinary and uncertain time.  Today we have 140,000 troops in Iraq battling a stubborn combination of insurgents and militants; trying to stabilize the country so that the Iraqi people can hold elections early in 2005.  Portions of our country, including where we are right now, Washington, D.C., are under orange alert; we have all experienced at some point recently unprecedented security because our country is still at risk from al Qaeda; and if that isn’t enough, we have the southern United States recovering from three massive hurricanes in the past six weeks.  

What these three realities have in common is that the reserve component of our military – we used to call them weekend warriors, but they are rightly called citizen soldiers – are critical to the success of each mission.  That’s the focus of today’s conference – “Transforming the Reserve Component for the 21st Century” – looking at the demands we are placing on part-time soldiers turned in many cases into full-time warriors, nation-builders and first responders; what is happening within the force as a consequence; what we are already doing to help transform this force for the requirements of the 21st century; and what more needs to be done.

During the Cold War, military forces, including the reserves, were prepared to stop a Soviet force cutting through the Fulda Gap and into Western Europe.  That was only 20 years ago.  Today, with 40 percent of the troops serving in Iraq, reservists and their active duty counterparts are serving as de facto mayors.  They are reconstructing a judicial system, an economy, an electoral system – all designed to stitch back together the delicate fabric of a civil society in Iraq.  

Since the end of the Cold War, their peace dividend has seen unprecedented challenges in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan.  We are no longer asking our military merely to fight and win wars, but to stabilize and reconstruct nations torn apart by ethnic, religious or political conflict.  Those of us who travel are used to seeing military forces in airports around the world.  After September 11, we see them here in the United States as well.

They are soldiers.  They are humanitarians.  They are diplomats.  In most cases, they are also something else – pilots, policemen, emergency medical technicians, lawyers, brokers, Little League coaches, all playing critical roles in communities across the country.  We mobilize our reserves when we need them – and lately we’ve needed them a lot.  There is a cost – to communities, to employers and to families – when we call them to active duty.  We need to better understand those costs and how to properly structure, equip, train and manage our reserve forces for the future.

Since being elected to the United States Senate in 2000 and certainly since September 11, our first speaker has been focused on the national security, homeland security and economic security of our country.  She is New York’s first senator to serve on the Senate Armed Services Committee.  She visited the troops in Iraq and Afghanistan last Thanksgiving, and has taken a special interest in ensuring the health of the troops returning from these battlegrounds.  She is recognized around the world as an advocate for democracy, religious tolerance and human rights.  She is also married to a distinguished graduate of Georgetown University who has also during his career spent some time working on these issues.  I’m sure everyone joins me in wishing him a speedy recovery.

We are delighted that Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton is launching this conference.  Ladies and Gentleman, Senator Clinton.

Remarks by Senator Clinton (D-NY)

SEN. HILLARY CLINTON:  This conference is a significant point in our nation’s history given what we know is going on through out the world and the challenges that we face.  So I want to thank the Association of the U.S. Army, the Center for American Progress and the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown for sponsoring this conference on a topic that is critically important to the future of the military and to our nation. I know [inaudible] will have an excellent series of speakers immediately following me with my friend and colleague, Sen. Jack Reed of Rhode Island, a West Point graduate, a proud and very vocal supporter of the 82nd Airborne [Division], in which he served and someone whom I respect and admire and my colleagues listen to when it comes to matters affecting the future of the military.

Since the Sept. 11 attacks, 225,000 members of the National Guard and Reserves have been activated for full-time duty, their largest sustained mobilization since World War II.  Today, the total number of Guard and Reserve on active duty is over 167,000.   50,000 of them are on active duty in Iraq and Afghanistan making up almost 40 percent of our U.S. forces. And in the last few days, very knowledgeable and reliable sources such as Congressman Jack Murtha have stated their belief that the Department of Defense is planning on relying even more on the reserve component in Iraq beginning in December.

I am honored to be New York’s first Senator to serve on the Armed Services Committee, and in that role I have seen first hand how effectively and bravely our Guard and Reserve members have performed since September 11th.  New York has more Air National Guard units and bases than any other state and each of them has played a critical role in both homeland security and overseas deployments since 9/11.  Over 25,000 members of the Reserve component from New York have been deployed since 9/11.   And I and all New Yorkers are very proud of their service.

But as the role of the Guard and Reserve changes, the expectations for their service changes as well.  Traditionally, one of the most important missions of the National Guard has been to assist with natural disasters such as floods, hurricanes, wildfires and the like.  The recent spate of hurricanes that have devastated Florida and Alabama and the other states that have been so directly impacted demonstrates our continuing need and reliance on our National Guard forces.  But, over the last few years, that traditional service has been increased to include not only all of the natural disasters, guard duty and patrolling post-9/11 and, of course, overseas deployment. 

Gone, long gone, are the days when Guard and Reserve service meant one weekend a month and two weeks a year.  Activated units are playing critically important roles from Operation Noble Eagle, to Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom.   So, if you sign up for the Guard or Reserves now, it should not be a surprise to you, your family, or your employer, if you are called up for perhaps a year, or longer. Your family can expect to endure all the challenges faced by active duty members – often with the added challenges of unexpected changes in income.  And your community, your place of work, your hometown is faced with the prospect that you might be gone for an extended, unpredictable, period of time. 

Now, the National Guard and reserve members have responded magnificently to the increased demands that have been placed on them. Yet the men and women who serve in our Guard and Reserve are our communities’ teachers, police officers and firefighters, our workers, our professionals, our neighbors.  They serve willingly and nobly even though, in some circumstances, they return to economic and family dislocation.  So we are observing this changing role right before our eyes and we need to acknowledge it, recognize it and adapt to it. 

We should also acknowledge that these changes in the reserve component are not temporary ones– they represent a fundamental shift in the way that we utilize our Guard and Reserve members.  

Our ability to adjust to this new reality requires new ways of thinking.  We need to recognize the increased role of these units, and acknowledge their ever increasing sacrifice.  The changing of the Guard presents many challenges, for all of our Guard members and their families and a failure to address these new realities and challenges will inevitably lead to recruitment and retention problems, and they could hinder the ability of the National Guard and Reserve components to meet their new, expanded missions thereby inhibiting and undermining the ability of the entire armed services to do so.

While there is no going back for the reserve component in terms of the critical role that they are playing both overseas and at home, one way to reduce the burden on the Guard and the Reserves is to expand the size of the Army.  Lt. General Steven Blum, who you’ll be hearing from at this conference, said in an interview in the August 2004 edition of National Guard Magazine, I quote “We’ve been stretched because we were needed.” 

If we expand the size of the army and provide the standing Army with more military police, civil affairs, psychological operations officers, we can take some of the strain off the reserve component where many of these missions are now lodged and being performed.  I have admired the leadership provided by Senator Jack Reed, who you will hear from, along with Senator Chuck Hagel and others to expand the Army and have supported their efforts.

But even if the Army is expanded, our nation will continue to ask the reserve component to play an increased role in our defense.  And if you are going to ask the National Guard and Reserves to play a more active role overseas and in homeland security deployments, then I think we have to provide more benefits and opportunities closer to, if not on par with, our other forces.  To do otherwise, is not only unfair to those who sacrifice so much for our country, but it is ultimately counterproductive because we will not be able to retain and recruit Guard and Reservists.  

I believe we need to provide National Guard members and reservists with better health care and health tracking, better training and equipment and better support for military families  

Benefits

With the reserve components providing front line soldiers in Iraq, Afghanistan and for homeland security, we need to ensure that they have the benefits that they deserve.  Many Guard members and reservists leave behind families and careers when they are deployed.  Many face an uncertain future when they return.  Furthermore, as we discovered during the activation of Guard members for Operation Iraqi Freedom, over 20 percent did not have health insurance and a similar percentage were found not medically fit for deployment.  If we are to rely on the Guard and Reserve components more heavily, we need to ensure that we improve the health benefits that we give them and their health when they are necessarily activated. 

I’ve made this a focus of my efforts on the Armed Services Committee and on the Senate floor on behalf of our men and women in uniform.  I joined with Senators Lindsay Graham and Tom Daschle to sponsor an amendment to this year’s Department of Defense Authorization bill to lift the limitations placed on Guard and Reserve participants, as well as their families, in the TRICARE military health insurance program. The amendment received overwhelming bipartisan support on the Senate floor and the Defense Authorization bill is now in conference in the House.  If this legislation becomes law, it will mean that Guard members or reservists who don’t have health insurance will be able to buy into the TRICARE program for themselves and their families.  

Healthcare, as you know, is an abiding concern of mine, and I was somewhat shocked to realize the high percentage of our Guard and reserve members without health insurance.  In fact, it is slightly higher than in the general population.  We have lack of insurance rates in the general population are about 17.5 percent, but it’s 20 percent for our Guard and reserve members.  Some of that is because these young men and women -- often the least insured -- they leave the insurance umbrella of their families and often take jobs for which there is no insurance or even choose not to have insurance.  But the net resolve is that we find 20 percent of our Guard and reserve members without insurance and then not coincidentally we found that about 20 percent, when they reported for duty on activation, medically unready to serve.

I also joined with Senator Lindsey Graham last year to introduce the “National Guard and Reserves Reform Act for the 21st Century.”  Along with the expanded access to TRICARE, the bill addresses the burden placed on employers and small businesses when their employees or their owners are deployed for extended periods.  It includes provisions to allow employers a credit against income tax with respect to employees who participate in the military reserve and to allow a comparable credit for participating reserve component self-employed individuals. It also revises the age and service requirements for eligibility to receive retired pay for non-regular service for those who have served for over 20 years.  Senator Lindsey Graham comes to this with a lot of experience being a reserve Air Force JAG officer and has seen first hand these problems that our legislation is seeking to remedy.

To address the medical and dental readiness of Guard and Reserve members, I introduced, along with Senator James Talent of Missouri, the Armed Forces Personnel Medical Readiness and Tracking Act of 2004.  I came to this from a concern that dates back to the Gulf War.  During Bill’s presidency, I began receiving letters as First Lady in the White House, from spouses of returning Gulf War veterans, and even the veterans themselves describing this period of mental ailment that has interfered with their ability to continue with military service and even continue employment and normal life outside of military service.  We formed a commission to look at these issues.  We have learned quite a bit over the last decade about some of the exposures that our Gulf War veterans were exposed to.  But, there is still much more work to be done and in the lead up to the Iraq war, I asked on several occasions, in public hearings, and private meetings if the Pentagon was better prepared this time to track whatever kind of medical problems active duty guard and reserve components might encounter.  Unfortunately we have not done all we should based on the [inaudible] in Iraq.  Our bill, Senator Talent’s and my bill, requires a GAO study of the health of reserve components ordered to active duty for Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. It also requires better medical tracking for all troops, both active duty and reserve, who are deployed overseas.  

Recently, members of a New York National Guard MP unit deployed to Iraq came back complaining of headaches, dizziness as well as other symptoms.   They were concerned about exposure to enriched uranium, for example, we know that there have been a combination of exposures, whether it be the pesticides that are used, the immunizations that are required, the oil fires that are burning.  And of course, not every person reacts in the same way which is why we need individual records to be able to track any symptoms that people come home with.    So our legislation is designed to insure that there is a baseline of medical information for each and every man and woman to track them while deployed and test and monitor them upon return. I’m pleased that a version of our bill was included in the Senate’s version of the Defense Authorization bill and we’re hoping that strong provisions emerge from the Senate-House conference.  

Equipment & Training

We also need to insure that the reserve component is being given the same quality of equipment as the active duty forces and that its training is being adjusted to take account of the new challenges that our military is facing. For too long, the reserve component was frankly given second-tier equipment.   And when reserve members were first deployed to Iraq, we learned that many units did not even have body armor.  We’re still hearing about a shortage of up-armored humvees in Iraq.  We know all of the anecdotal stories that have come to us of families sending their own personal equipment, bulletproof vests and the like, to try to help their loved ones who are stationed in Iraq or Afghanistan.  That’s just totally unacceptable. 

With reserve component members now assuming the same risks as active duty forces, the increased level of deployment must be the catalyst to break the cycle of the Guard receiving equipment that is not commensurate with the equipment received by active duty forces.  On that note, however, even our active duty forces did not have adequate equipment – that’s an issue for another day, but it was quite disturbing.   For the Guard and Reservists serving in Iraq and Afghanistan, they are facing the same threats and they need the same tools to complete their mission.  

Another issue is training.  As we have seen in Iraq, even Guard members and reservists in support roles, driving trucks for example, are exposed to the same amount of threat as soldiers on patrol in the battlefield.  Today’s battlefield is without boundaries and support units thus face increased danger.  And while our Guard members and reservists have risen to the challenge, our experience in Iraq, especially, demonstrates that our forces need to be trained for an environment where the threats come more from shadowy insurgents than a standing military force.  We need to rebalance forces, forecast reserve components needed for deployment, mobilize those needed, and properly train them in refreshed basics and targeted training for the area of deployment.  

Support for Guard and Reserve Families

We also need to do a better job providing support and communicating with Guard and Reserve families who may not have been prepared for extended deployments.  We are now placing the same demands on reserve members who are on active duty as on our active duty members, but we can't forget that we're placing the same demands therefore on their families.  Spouses and children of reserves experience the same challenges and often without a supportive environment that a military base provides for family members.   It is critical that we offer the same kind of network, that we establish communication, so that families don’t feel out there, totally on their own.  And it’s critical that returning reserve members come back to families who don't feel abandoned, who understand the important role of the reserves and Guard and only then can we expect to keep retention and recruitment on a track that we need. 

Homeland Security

Finally, I’d like to mention another issue that I know is also a subject of today’s conference and that’s the relationship of the National Guard to homeland security.  Now as we’ve seen in the last several days, the National Guard has been essential in responding to natural disasters and they do so not only heroically, but absolutely as a necessary part.  We couldn’t respond to such natural disasters without them.  Since September 11th, however, we have asked the Guard to assist in Operation Noble Eagle with combat air patrols as well as security at airports, train stations, nuclear power plants and elsewhere. When I recently visited Fort Hamilton in Brooklyn -- the Army National Guard members operating in support of homeland security missions are based there --  I met a New York National Guard member who had been activated since September the 11th.

Now, I believe that our National Guard’s experience in disaster response makes it ideally suited for many of the homeland security missions that currently exist.  But we also need to develop new ways to share the National Guard’s experience with first responders and develop a seamless mechanism which will allow the National Guard to work closely with local police and fire departments in the case of a terrorist attack.  Much of this can be done without any change in the doctrine of posse comitatus which prohibits the U.S. military from enforcing civilian laws.

While we need to be thinking of ways in which the National Guard can contribute to homeland security, we need to be sure that the pattern of Guard and reserve deployments do not actually end up hindering homeland security.  In many communities throughout our nation, a significant number of police officers, firefighters, and EMTs, who are first responders in case of attack, are also members of the Guard or reserves.  And in a time of large-scale activations and extended deployments, many communities are being left short handed without enough police, firefighters and EMTs to handle a major crisis. This is definitely the case throughout New York, from Lockport to Binghamton to New York City, in fact in New York City we have 300 fire fighters who are reservists, 99 have already been called up.

When I was first looking at this issue on the Armed Services Committee, I asked the Department of Defense at a hearing if the Department was tracking the impact of reserve call-ups on first responders in local communities.  At the time, DOD was not, but now we are.  And we need to do so because we have to have a comprehensive strategy at the local, state and federal level to assist the communities who find themselves short on police and firefighters because of reserve and National Guard deployments.  Local governments should be able to appeal to their state capitals and to Washington for support in both manpower and funds to make up for the shortfall.  And the state and federal government should develop a response plan to help communities augment the number of police and firefighters who are being called up and to help provide the funds for the communities to pay overtime or reimburse other communities for the assistance they need because they are shorthanded.

 I have introduced legislation to address this problem, called the “Domestic Defense Fund Act of 2004,” which, among other things is designed to create a $500 million Flexible Emergency Assistance Fund.   Under this legislation, the Secretary of Homeland Security could use funds from this $500 million fund to reimburse local communities and states for the personnel costs associated with the activation of first responders who serve in the Guard and reserve members.

In addition, I will be offering legislation in the next Congress to improve coordination between local and state governments and the federal government to fill the gaps in first responders caused by reserve component deployments and to establish a pilot program to provide financial assistance to communities that do find their police and fire departments weakened. The challenge to first responders posed by reserve component deployments is one that I think is going to be an increasing focus and that we should get ahead of and try to address. 

The Bush Administration

Now, having said all this, we are in an era of changing and difficult challenges and the role of our reserve and Guard components has to become much more closely integrated into our military strategy and structure.  Sometimes, still I feel like the Guard and reserves, even after all we’ve gone through, the last 3.5 years, are kind of afterthoughts when it comes to planning what kind of forces we’ll need and what strategies we should be employing.   We are not seeing the Administration and the Department of Defense yet adjust to this new reality.  While we hear a lot of rhetoric supporting the Guard and reserves, we are not backing up that rhetoric with resources.  

One example, which I’m sure will be a subject at the conference today, is that the Administration continues to oppose expanding the Army, which would take some of the pressure off both our active duty troops and reserve component, and instead the Administration has activated the Individual Ready Reserve.  I think this action totally fails to recognize the need for a larger Army.  If we don’t start now we will never be able to catch up to meet the challenges we confront.  We need a larger army, ready to deploy.  We should not be relying upon non-drilling reservists who may not be prepared when we need them.

 And when the Senate passed our amendment that allowed Guard members, reservists and their families to buy into Tricare last year, the Administration vehemently opposed this provision; in fact issuing a veto threat because of it.  

A failure to improve the way we support our Guard members and reservists through equipment, benefits, training and support for their families will have implications in our ability to recruit and retain the highly qualified men and women who currently serve us in the reserve component.  Lt. General James Helmey, the Chief of the Army Reserve, raised the alarm last week when he warned that the reserves could face a shortage of civil affairs specialists and truck drivers that are contained mainly in the reservist ranks as current reservists exhaust their two-year stints, we cannot keep tens of thousands of people on stop-loss forever.  

If we hope to avoid these shortages, we will have to improve the conditions and support for the reserve component.  Instead, the Administration wants to do all this on the cheap – using reservists and National Guard members in our wars but opposing needed benefits for them when they serve and return.  

The reserve component troops have done right by us.  It’s past time that we do right by them.  

Conclusion

In the last few years, our nation’s reserve component has been called on to serve throughout the world and here at home.  They've adapted and transformed themselves to meet these challenges in the midst of a war.  They honor the spirit of American citizen-soldiers who have been serving since even before the birth of our Nation. Our historical research places the first citizen soldiers in 1636 in Massachussetts, a state with a long and proud history of military service. 

How we treat the men and women who serve our country in the National Guard and reserves reflects how we value them and what kind of military structure we want to have. These citizen-soldiers reflect the full diversity of our nation and our effort to ensure that they are given the support they need, support them at a time when they are adapting and adjusting to this very demanding, changing role. So if we are going to demand more from them, we must be prepared to fight for their rights and the principle that they deserve the very best from us.  I  believe that we can meet this challenge.  But it’s important that we begin to do so now.  We should not be in a position where we constantly are playing catch up.  We should be prepared to confront the dangers we face, the adversaries whose ruthlessness and total disregard for human life, dignity, and life itself demonstrate the long haul that we confront in this ongoing battle against terrorism.  I am totally confident in the outcome.  But I think we can get to our objectives more quickly and more faithfully if we recognize that the people who are primarily bearing the burden for all of us deserve the help that they have earned.  Thank you very much.

 (Applause.)

Senator Clinton Questions & Answers

I think I’m supposed to answer questions.  Do we have time?

MODERATOR:  If you can take a couple.

SEN. CLINTON:  Sure.

. . .

Q:  Senator, I am in the Maryland Guard and my unit – and I totally agree with you with the equipment – how we lack that.  My unit has still has Huey helicopters from Vietnam.  They were issued to us in 1969 and we are still flying them today.  We don’t have that many Blackhawks.  They took away our Cobras, which are attack helicopters.  We are supposed to get Apaches to train on par with the active duty.  However those Apaches have not come to us in nearly four years.  So we have been training with Vietnam-era equipment and we already have people been called up.  

My question to you is, I realize that the Comanche helicopter program was just discontinued; it was like a $38 billion project.  Will some of that money be transferred over to the Guard to upgrade our equipment, and if so, when will that happen?

SEN. CLINTON: Well, that’s a very good question and you gave the background that really makes the point about equipment.  I don’t know the exact answer to that, but I would just make a couple of points.  First, what you just said illustrates how important is that there will be more and ongoing intensive cross-training and that there be a seamless integration of training so that you are not put in that position in your Guard unit.  

Secondly, we do have to get better equipment for the Guard, and how we cycle that is something that I don’t yet fully understand how it’s going to be done.  I mean, we are obviously taking a hard look at all of these issues and I would hope that we can promise you that there would be, you know, some equipment improvements that would benefit your training and your readiness.  I can’t do that at this time but that’s something we are concerned about.  

You know, following on to that question, one thing that people ask me all the time is, well, won’t this cost money?  You know, obviously if we are talking about letting our Guard and Reserve members buy into TRICARE or getting new equipment – expensive equipment like the helicopters that he was referring to, yes, it will cost money, but I think it’s money that we have to spend, so I hope you can get the answer for you in the future.

MODERATOR:  Senator, thank you so much for helping us focus on this issue this morning.  

Ladies and gentlemen, please join me in thanking Senator Clinton for joining us.  Thank you.  (Applause.)  (End of remarks.)

Introduction of Senator Jack Reed

LTG STROUP:  (In progress) – teaching points that should come from your session here today.  As you hear serving government officials and elected government officials, you should come to the realization that sometimes administrations just can’t get it right.  And in our American system, one of the great benefits is that almost always the wisdom of the elected officials in federal office, particularly in the Senate and in the House, have that wisdom.  They have the time to look and have that perspective, and if you look at the history of national security or defense legislation, regardless of how you feel about the serving or the past administrations you’ll find that some of the wisdom that causes changes in national security and defense apparatus is brought about by distinguished leaders in the Congress.  

Our distinguished speaker this morning I had the pleasure of teaching when he was a cadet at the military academy.  He also had the pleasure of returning to our alma mater as a teacher in political science.  You’re in for a delightful treat by an outstanding patriot, an outstanding expert on defense who has served in uniform – jumped out of airplanes as an airborne trooper in the 82nd Airborne and a Ranger crawling through mud – understands the challenges of young men and women today serving in the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the Marines, and the Coast Guard and is totally appreciative if you follow his track record and the probing questions he asks and the visits he conducts around the world visiting our armed forces’ men and women.

You’re going to hear another expert this morning with Senator Jack Reed.  No further ado, Senator, we’re honored to have you here.  Airborne.  Thank you, sir.  (Applause.)

Remarks by Senator Jack Reed (D-RI)

SEN. JACK REED:  I want to thank, obviously, the sponsors of this very important and timely conference – John Podesta and the Center for American Progress, Dean Bob Gallucci and Georgetown University, and Ted Stroup and the Association of the United States Army.  General, thank you very much.  Also, it is an honor to share the stage with my colleague and friend, Hillary Clinton.  Senator Clinton and I traveled to Iraq together, and I was amazed at the amount of publicity I got.  (Laughter.)  In fact, outside of Rhode Island as my picture was flashed across America, it evoked from most people the same comment: that’s the shortest Secret Service agent I’ve ever seen.  (Laughter.)

Hillary, as you’ve noted this morning, is an extraordinarily gifted public servant, and I am so proud and pleased to serve with her as someone who’s thorough and someone who is well prepared for everything she does and makes us all very proud of her service.

This is an extraordinarily timely and important topic about the service and the demands upon our Reserve component.  This Saturday I will go to Bristol, Rhode Island, a beautiful community on Narragansett Bay.  It is the host to the oldest continuous 4th of July parade in the United States.  It is Americana writ large.  And we will dedicate a monument to Specialist Michael Andrade of our Rhode Island National Guard, who was killed in Iraq.  Specialist Andrade is one of 11 Rhode Island National Guardsmen who have been killed in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the experience of my Guard in Rhode Island is emblematic of what is happening throughout the Reserve component.  

We have 3,800 Guardsmen and women in Rhode Island.  Since September 11th, over 3,000 of these men and women have been mobilized: 87 percent of our Guard.  They have conducted 48 deployments.  Every unit in our Rhode Island National Guard, save one, has been mobilized and deployed.  This is extraordinary stress on these men and women.  They’ve performed magnificently.  I visited these men and women three times in Iraq.  The first visit, in July last year, is a, I think, telling point about much that we’ve already discussed this morning.  I was at the airport at Baghdad – 120 degrees temperature.  These men and women had been in the country – military police – doing the most dangerous missions and as I got off and I asked them, what do you need, they were quite direct: we need up-armored Humvees.  We don’t have them.  And we’re being exposed to improvised explosive devices.  We need better night vision devices.  We’ve got the old variety, and our regular colleagues in the regular service have much better.  We need improved body armor.

It took us months to prod the administration and Department of Defense to finally respond to these real needs.  They have responded.  But that, I think, is emblematic of the problems the Guards face going into an operation that was poorly planned and particularly imposed severe burdens on our Guardsmen and women.  

Today, we have more Guard and Reserve members on active duty than at any time since the Korean War.  As I said, they have served with extraordinary distinction, and they’re very proud of their service, and they’ll continue to serve with this distinction.  But this enormous mobilization has put huge costs, both in terms of budgets and equipment, and most particularly in terms of personnel. 

I go to all the deployments of our Guard troops when they’re leaving, and one of the most poignant things is to look at a young husband or wife say goodbye to a two- or three-year-old child, knowing that they will not see that child for a year.  That year will never be made up.  That’s one of the real costs of our operations.

We have to use our Reserves and National Guardsmen for this important task, but we have to recognize the burden we’re placing upon them in every dimension.  Now, the Guard has been with us since the beginning; in fact, as Hillary pointed out, before the beginning of this country, and the Reserves were created early in the 20th Century.  We have seen their use in most of our major conflicts.  In World War II, the regular Army was about 190,000 people.  There were 170,000 Reservists and 200,000 National Guardsmen that came together.  They were supplemented by volunteers and draftees to form a 12 million-person military force.  In the Korean War, a third of our Army National Guard and 47 percent of the Reserves were called to service.  

In Vietnam, however, there was a different approach taken.  It was the policy of the Johnson Administration not to engage our National Guard and Reserves.  Only 4 percent of Reserve component members joined their active duty compadres – compatriots in fighting in Vietnam.  The reliance was made on the draft and, in fact, the result was by 1970 the draft was discredited, frankly, as a means to fund and to man our military forces.

After Vietnam, there was a re-evaluation led by Secretary Laird and his successors who created the total-force concept that tried more dramatically to integrate the Reserves and National Guard into our overall defense posture.  This total force policy was a good idea, but it was, frankly, underfunded,  resulting in a situation of second-class citizenship in terms of equipment, personnel, and support for the Reserves and National Guard.  And that has been addressed over the last several decades, but still, in many respects, the Guard and Reserves are not receiving the kind of equipment that they need comparable to what our frontline forces – our frontline combat regular forces are getting.  

The other thing that was done was to give these National Guard and Reservists the follow-on missions.  The thought, I think, strategically was, well, if we get into an engagement we certainly have to have our combat forces, our infantry, our armor ready to go in our active forces, and we can call up – we’ll have the time to call up our civil affairs and military police, et cetera.  That set the template for the operations in Iraq.  It turns out, however, that in Iraq today we need more of these specialists, these civil affairs officers, these military police officers, these engineers.  They’re in the Reserves, and that’s one of the reasons why there’s such a tremendous burden on our Reserve forces. 

Since September 11th, 49 percent of our Reserve component has been mobilized – a significant number – and this is producing a significant strain on our Reserve components.  From 1992 to the year 2002, the average days of annual duty performed by a Reserve component force was 40 days.  In 2002, it was 80.  In 2003, it was 120.  And that’s a trend that is difficult to sustain.

We have a situation now where the DOD is trying to manage this personnel problem with stop-loss policies.  Essentially, they will tell a Reservist or even an active solider, from the day you’re alerted until 90 days after your unit’s alerted until 90 days after return; you can’t leave, even if your enlisted time of service expires.  We’ve evoked the stop-loss policy six times for the Army, five for the Air Force, two for the Marine Corps, and two for the Navy.  The Army is the only service that still has a stop-loss policy in effect, but essentially what we’re doing is freezing people in the service to meet these tremendous manpower demands.  And this could last up to almost two years for some of these soldiers.  And again, that puts a huge pressure on them.

As the GAO pointed out in one of their reports, these policy changes, including stop-loss, created uncertainties for Reserve component members concerning the likelihood of their mobilization, the length of their service commitments, the length of their overseas rotations, and the types of missions that they would be asked to perform.  It remains to be seen how these uncertainties will affect recruiting, retention, and the long-term viability of the Reserve components.  

Some of this uncertainty is being resolved today.  But we’re beginning to see trends that are quite disturbing.  The Army National Guard failed to meet its recruiting goal during 14 of 20 months, from October, 2002, through May, 2004, and ended fiscal year 2003 approximately 7,800 soldiers below its recruiting goal.  Nationwide, the Army National Guard announced last month that it expected to fall about 5,000 soldiers short of its 2004 enrollment goal of 56,000 soldiers.  The pressure is beginning to tell in terms of recruitment of National Guardsmen and women, so essential to our national security.

One of the reasons is that many of the recruits to the National Guard are active duty soldiers who leave the service and go right into Guard.  They have the training, they have the motivation, they have the affinity for military service, but with stop-loss in effect these soldiers can’t go into the Guard.  And more importantly, there is the possibility that because of the stop-loss policy and other policies, someone who wants to leave the active service, the last thing they want to do is to sign up again to go overseas in another component.  So we have huge problems in terms of potential impact on recruitment and retention of our National Guard.  Later today you’ll hear Michael O’Hanlon, who is an insightful expert on these subjects, and Michael’s quote was, I think, very appropriate: “Today’s policies for deploying forces abroad risk breaking the all-volunteer force.”  And that is a danger we’re running today.

Within this issue of personnel there is a very specific issue, and that’s the issue of the use of these specialists.  As I indicated before, about 30 years ago we decided to shift into the Reserve and National Guard units that are the follow-on, the specialists, and that now these forces now are in high demand.  Ninety-seven percent of the Army Civil Affairs units are in the Reserve component; 100 percent of the Marine Corps Civil Affairs units are in the Reserves.  We cannot conduct these missions, these stabilization missions in Iraq or elsewhere, without these experts.  Sixty-six percent of the military police battalions of the Army are in the Guard and Reserves.  Military police are one of the key force elements that you need in the type of operation we’re conducting today.  Seventy percent of the Army’s engineering battalions are in the Reserve component, and that’s exactly, again, the type of units you need if you want to literally rebuild a country.  Eighty-five percent of the Army’s medical brigades are in the Reserves.  Eighty-three percent of the Air Force medical evacuation crews are in the Reserves.

Because of this shift of functions into Reserve and the demand today, we have to rebalance our military forces.  One of the things that the Army’s doing – and again, Rhode Island is an example of this – is taking units that are not needed, like field artillery, and training them as military policemen and women.  That’s happening to one of my companies – one of my batteries up in Rhode Island.  That’s one way to get at it, but that is, I think, a temporary fix and not a permanent fix.  And as Senator Clinton pointed out, in addition to the missions that we give these Guardsmen and women and Reservists overseas, they still have a critical homeland security mission, and that mission naturally is not being as vigorously pursued because of these overseas commitments.

Personnel is one critical issue, but there’s another critical issue and that’s equipment.  The question about the Huey helicopters and the Blackhawk helicopters and the Apache helicopters is a good question because it focuses on the strain on the equipment that’s taking place.  The GA reports – GAO, rather, reports that since September 11th, the Army Guard has transferred 22,000 pieces of equipment from non-deploying units to units going to Iraq.  And as of March, 2004, the remaining non-deployed Army Guard units lacked over one-third of their critical equipment.  We are shuffling equipment around the globe to meet the contingencies in Iraq and Afghanistan, leaving National Guard and Reserve units back home with old equipment and, in many times, without the necessary equipment to do their jobs.  

The Army has sustained already, in Iraq and Afghanistan, $654 million in battle losses to equipment.  And the Army presently has an unfunded requirement for $786 billion (sic) for munitions alone.  There is a huge bill to be paid for equipment.  Last year the Army spent $4 billion on equipment reconstitution.  The Army expects to need much more than that, and that’s a real cost that has to be borne.  

In addition to that, the Army, the regular forces and the Reserve components, are in the process of changing their structure; what they call moving to modularity.  That also requires additional equipment.  One unit in the Army that is making this transformation is currently short over 300 pieces of key equipment: radar, digital analysis systems to help mission planning, 28 troop carriers, 10 pallet and gun systems.  This is in addition to major shortages throughout the Reserve and active forces of radios and trucks – mundane pieces of equipment, but absolutely essential to conduct any military operation.  Now, this division that’s getting transformed will get the equipment before they go to Iraq, but it’s a constant process today of robbing Peter to pay Paul – of shifting equipment around, and that instability is something that we have to address.

What must we do?  First, I believe we have to increase the size of the regular forces of the United States Army.  I have proposed, along with my colleague, Chuck Hegel – and we’ve been successful to a degree – amendments to increase the size of our forces to at least 20,000 additional regular forces.  One of the disappointing factors, though, is that because of the opposition of the administration, which to me is unfathomable but still persists, they continue to want to pay for these troops through emergency supplemental appropriations.  That is setting up potential disaster for the Army in particular.  Unless we put these regular forces – not only authorize them statutorily, but put this money in the baseline for the Army, in a year or two when supplementals are no longer feasible at the size they are today, because of many aspects – the growing deficit, I think the growing political uneasiness with the situation in Iraq and Afghanistan – the Army will be forced to pay for these troops by cannibalizing all of its operations – by foregoing modernization.  That will be a recipe for long-term disaster for our land forces.

Not only do we have to increase the end-strength of the Army, we have to put it in a regular budget or we’ll do a disservice to those brave men and women who serve today.  I hope we can do that.

We also have to rebalance the force.  As I mentioned, the mix between civil affairs, military police is out of proportion in terms of Reserve and active forces.  The Department of Defense recognizes this, and we encourage them to move aggressively to do this.  And I will certainly be trying to monitor this in my capacity as a member of the Armed Services Committee.  And we have to provide both the resources and the leadership for equipment acquisition and recapitalization.  This goal of modularity is a compelling one, and it’s a very, I think, worthwhile one, but it costs money to re-equip and re-outfit units along new lines.  And also, we have to recognize the huge amount of cost because of equipment that is being used in Iraq and Afghanistan – extraordinarily difficult conditions to operate equipment in and also to operate as individuals.  

In Iraq (sic), you’re up at – in the mountains where the temperature swing can be 60 degrees in one day, at high altitudes, flying helicopters – very demanding.  In Afghanistan, you’re flying through sandstorms – excuse me, in Iraq – sandstorms at 120 degree temperatures.  All this has put a huge load on the equipment and on our troops, so we have to recognize the growing cost to fix that equipment when it comes home.  And also, we have to recognize that no longer can we tolerate a situation where the Reserves too often, and the National Guard, get the hand-me-down equipment from regular forces.  If we are committed to a total force concept, we have to provide the resources for similar equipment in our Reserve components as well as our active components. And as Senator Clinton pointed out also, the same personnel policies in terms of benefits should apply.

We should be very proud of what all of our military have done in the last several years to protect us.  The Reserves have come forward magnificently, but they’re feeling the stress as all of our soldiers are – sailors, Marines, airmen and women, Coast Guardsmen.  It’s our responsibility to make sure that they have the resources to do the job, that they know and they can count on us to stand with them, not just rhetorically, but with equipment, with the personnel policies, and with a sense of doing what must be done to make sure they continue to defend us all.  

Again, thank you for this opportunity and having – I wish you all well on this very, very important conference.  Thank you.  (Applause.)

Senator Reed Questions & Answers

MODERATOR:  Students, if you have questions, or members of the audience, please walk to the microphone and we’ll recognize you.  

First question right over there.  Senator Reed.

Q:  Yes.  Senator Reed, you and Senator Clinton both talked a lot today about both the number of Reservists and members of the National Guard and also the equipment that’s provided for them.  I wondered if you could speak just a moment on the level of training that these Reservists and members of the National Guard who show up for their service and also their medical examinations, are receiving.

SEN REED: Well, my observation – I was on active duty from 1967 to 1979 and the National Guard and Reserves have improved dramatically in terms of their training and the standards they’re expected to meet from that time.  That’s the perspective of roughly 30-plus years.  The training that – and I’ll, again, take my units in Rhode Island  received – I think is adequate.  You can always have more training.  But I think, going forward, the most critical deficiency is not the training but, again, these personnel policies and these equipment policies.  

One of the problems, though – and again, this is a reflection of the stress that the whole system’s being placed – receiving – is I was shocked to learn that units from our training centers – one of our armored cavalry units out at the National Training Center in California, Fort Irwin, and units from our training center in Fort Polk, the Joint Training and Readiness Center – were being pulled out because they had to be sent overseas.  So not just with respect to our Reserve components but respect to the whole Army – and I’ll speak about the Army – there is a potential that we will start taking apart our training base – that we won’t be able to man these units as effectively as we did before.  Now, what the Army’s doing in terms of Fort Irwin and Fort Polk is they are, again, calling upon National Guard units to go out and be the trainers there – the opposition forces.  And they’re still trying to rotate our unit through.  

But I can conceive, going forward, because of the pressure on budgets, that that might be the first thing that starts slipping – the kind of training resources, all of these things.  And again, it’s another point that we have to be very, very conscious of.  I would suspect in individual units you might find deficiencies in training, but maybe the answer is the proof is in the pudding; that old cliché.  The military police units in Rhode Island went out and did a magnificent job in Iraq.  I think they were skillful people and they were well trained, but you look at other units.  The most notorious are those individuals who were in Abu Ghraib, the prison – one of the reasons that that unit collapsed is they didn’t have the training.  And so there are real training issues here, and there’s a potential for systemwide training problems if we don’t resource the Army properly.  

Yes, sir?  Oh, I’m sorry.  Excuse me.

Q:  Hi.  My name’s Hannah Powell (sp).  I’m a senior in the School of Foreign Service here at Georgetown.  And Senator, both you and Senator Clinton have noted quite eloquently this administration’s failure to meet the pressing needs of both the Reserve forces and the active duty forces through benefits and materials that they desperately need.  Why is it, do you think, that the Republican Party has still been able to show itself as the only party for national security and for America’s military?

SEN. REED: Well, frankly, I think it’s not just a function of the last two years or last four years; it is the perception that has been conjured up over – very, very deliberately over many, many years.  I think it’s appalling, frankly, when somebody like Tom Daschle is attacked for fair criticism of the administration as giving support to our opponents.  That is an unprincipled line of argument.  It’s our responsibility to stand up in this country and point out what we think are failings in the policies of this country.  That’s what I believe this country is all about.  And there’s no one who’s dedicated more of his life, both as a public servant and as a member of the United States Air Force, than Tom Daschle.  So I think a lot of this has been over several decades, consciously trying to point to the Republican Party as the pro-defense policy.  

But let me tell you, this is an administration that does not want to increase the size of the Army.  It’s really reluctant to do that.  They’ve ill-prepared the military forces for this operation in Iraq and that has – that record has to be pointed out, not simply in a partisan political way, but because we’ll never change it unless the American people recognize what has been done incorrectly and what’s been done correctly.  So I think, again, it’s not just the present passion of the moment; it’s been over 20, 30 years of deliberately pointing out or trying to point out or questioning, frankly, the dedication and patriotism of the Democratic Party.  And I think it’s wrong, terribly wrong.

Q:  Thank you.

SEN. REED: Let me take one more question, I’m told by the general, who I always obey – or almost always, unless they’re testifying.  

Q:  Well, first I want to say thank you, Senator Reed.  It’s obviously an honor to hear your opinions on these issues.  My question relates to morale.  And considering now that we’re having this total force concept and we’re asking Reservists to serve on the same issues, deal with the same threats in the same operational theaters as our standing Army, and considering all the points that are being made today about lack of training, discrepancies in equipment – in your experience, having been in Iraq, having met the troops, is that affecting Reserve morality (sic) vis-à-vis the standing Army, keeping in mind that obviously the resolve and the heroism on both sides is unquestioned?  Is that having an effect?

SEN. REED: I don’t think it’s having a decisive effect at this moment, and I think one reason is that these are all volunteers; both active forces and the Reserve components have volunteered and they volunteered in a context different than 30 years ago.  There’s no draft.  These individuals are not looking for a place to go to avoid immediately being drafted and sent in harm’s way.  They are in the service because they enjoy it, because they’re patriots, because they want to serve their country.  So at this point, I don’t detect, honestly, a deterioration of morale and no significant difference in my view between regular component and Reserve component.  

The question, though, is to what extent does morale – will it suffer when these Reserve components are once again notified that they have to leave their families, their jobs, their homes for another almost two years?  I think that’ll be a major impact on their ability and willingness to serve.  But at this juncture I think that I have not honestly noticed the kind of morale – serious morale problems that I certainly saw 25, 30 years ago.  

Thank you all very much.  Thank you.

(End of remarks.)
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JOHN PODESTA:  Good morning.  I am going to get it started again.  I am John Podesta, the president of the Center for American Progress.  I want to thank you for coming and I want to thank Bob Gallucci and General Stroup of the Association of the U.S. Army for joining us as partners today and, as I said, welcome you back to this session after a very good morning presentation by Senators Clinton and Senator Reed.  

I think as you look at our agenda you could see that we have a very full program.  The senators laid out a strong agenda here this morning, so I am going to be brief, but there are broad-based challenges and we need the experts that we’ve assembled to deal with this critical national security challenge.  We intended this program to generate ideas, not rhetoric, and I think, again, that we got off to a good start with that this morning.  

There’s never been a more urgent need for the Guard and Reserve and for the nation to get to these questions right.  I know that many military historians routinely trace the origins of the Guard back to the 1630s, as Senator Reed said today, but to me the vision that shapes the way we think about the Guard and Reserve component in this day may have been articulated in 1775 in a letter to a New York legislature that was fearful of standing armies of all kinds.  General Washington wrote: when we assumed the soldier, who did not lay aside the citizen.  That idea of the citizen-soldier – of Americans joining with their neighbors to defend freedom, not only is this fundamental to our nation’s declaration of independence, it’s absolutely essential to our national security.  

Guardsmen and Reservists comprise more than 40 percent of the forces in Iraq alone.  I know from my experience in the White House that we just couldn’t have done the job in Balkans without the reserve component.  And I think that, again, the speakers this morning laid out both the need and the challenges that our Guard and Reserve are facing today.  You know, unlike the Vietnam era, today’s Guard and Reserve isn’t where somebody goes to avoid combat.  Today, being part of the reserve component means you’re likely to be in the middle of combat.  The men and the women in and around Baghdad know that better than anyone and the recent National Intelligence Estimate appears to suggest that America faces many difficult challenges for the months and years ahead, despite the best efforts of our troops.  

DOD says the use of reservists is now at an unsustainable level.  The GAO indicates there is risk we’ll run out of reservists to mobilize if Iraq operations continue at their current pace.  Reenlistment and retention rates are at risk.  Stop-loss may be masking a significant future personnel problem.  Our national security strategy relies heavily on the reserve component and it’s clear that changes – major changes are necessary.  

Considering what those changes ought to be and how they best can be effected is the reason we are here today.  We begin with a wonderful panel and a lead-off presentation by Dr. Bernie Rostker but if I could ask my panelists to come up and – General, if you would join you us, you are going to chair this session and introduce Bernie.  But again, thank you for joining us in partnership.

LTG THEODORE STROUP JR.:  Thanks.  I notice your panel is quite diverse in size and shape.  You will also notice that when the panel starts talking that they are quite diverse in opinion and experience.  Again I would like to welcome you for first panel session.  I am delighted that we are leading it off with Dr. Rostker. If there is one individual today that personifies tracking and participating in the decisions that led our nation to doing away with the draft and developing and maintaining all-volunteer force, this is the man.  So you are hearing from an expert who is not only a practitioner but also has been a vital leadership participant in the development of what we Americans call the volunteer force, but what today is basically a recruited force for both the Guard, the Army Reserve, and as we were calling this morning the regular Army.  

It’s a pleasure to introduce you, sir.  It’s an honor to be on the platform with you again.  After his presentation we will take some questions and then all the panel will start from their seats.

BERNARD ROSTKER: Thank you, Ted.

One of the roles of policy analysts and students is to formulate arguments and try to influence decision-makers and some of those decision-makers are elected members of Congress.  I was most impressed by the fact that at least these two elected members of Congress get it.  There was not one thing that they said that I would not subscribe to.  And in fact I think they both gave you a clear understanding of what the problem is today and what the challenge is for the future.  

I was asked to give a little context of how we got here.  Some of those points were covered by both senators, but let me try to give a little bit more context to the realities of today.  I guess I’d first start, as has been noted, that our history of militia goes back to the 1640s in Massachusetts, but I would like to place it a century earlier because the folks in Massachusetts – all English colonists – and the long association of – the long debate between a standing army and the militia clearly goes back to England.  And in fact, a civil war in England was fought largely over the role of the King and his relationship to the military and the militia and his ability to control it.  

The militia is provided for in the constitution and its association with the federal government is provided for in the Constitution with the central government providing the rules and regulations for commissioned officers.  The militia was the basis for our military strength through the 19th century and the basis for the military up until World War I where we used conscription and we raised a large army for the duration of the war.  Now, that’s important because the expectation was that once a person was selected to serve – therefore Selective Service – he would serve for the duration and that was an indeterminate amount of time.  

After the war, the reserve centered on the National Guard as the basis for the state militia, but the federal army started to have trouble with the National Guard.  The Guard didn’t do exactly what it wanted and so they created their own federal reserve.  It started in the support areas of medical and that is the basis today for a National Guard and Army Reserve.  It goes back to the post-World War I period.  

The National Guard was called up in World War II and complemented the conscription forces and after the war – World War II we continued to have a dual system of National Guard, Reserves, an active force with the draft.  As has been mentioned by Senator Reed, President Johnson chose not to call the National Guard during the Vietnam War and as a result of that war one of the fallouts was a concern by the active Army that the Vietnam-era politicians did not have to make the hard, critical decisions that led to our involvement in that conflict.  

In the mid 1970s, the former commander in Vietnam and then Chief of Staff of the Army, Creighton Abrams, struck a deal with Secretary of Defense Jim Schlesinger.  Abrams was interested in ensuring that in any future conflict the reserves would be called up, and so he was interested in structuring the force so that for mobilization a positive decision would have to be made to involve our Reserve components.  Schlesinger was interested in increasing the number of combat forces.  He wanted to reduce the – or increase the tooth-to-tail ratio.  He wanted to reduce the number of military personnel that were engaged in support activities, and so he agreed to an expansion of the force structure providing that it was done within the confines of the existing end strength of the Army.  And so the Army increased by a number of divisions and increased emphasis was placed on reserves, and new meaning was given to the current total force.  Total force actually was a phrase that was coined by Secretary Laird as we were moving to an all-volunteer force, but it was Secretary Schlesinger that put the emphasis on the total force.  

The application of the total force really came in Gulf I, where the military was mobilized; Reservists and National Guardsmen were called up both in the support forces and in the combat forces.  And for a brilliant campaign in a very short period of time, the force did very well.  

There’s several fallouts from the Vietnam era.  What was not discussed today was a series of questions and concerns about how ready the National Guard had been.  The National Guard had been associated with the active force in what was called a round-out situation where in the divisions there was a National Guard brigade and two active brigades, but none of those National Guard brigades actually saw service.  And so the active Army was loath to spend a lot of resources on what they perceived to be a force that was not very supportive.  

I should also add, at the time of Desert Storm we have a major retrenchment in the military commensurate with the end of the Cold War.  There were units that were sent to the desert that were deactivated.  They never really came home in the sense of that was the end of the unit.  Some have commented that the Gulf War was the perfect end of the Cold War in which we faced Soviet tactics and Soviet equipment on the plains not of Europe, but on the desert of the Middle East.  

Nineteen-ninety ushers in the beginning of a whole new set of discussions about what the role of the United States should be in the world.  In fact, the night before Desert Storm, President Bush – first President Bush – delivered a speech in Aspen, Colorado, in which he started to lay out a vision of a new world of Pax Americana; a world in which the United States would not have a peer competitor, but which the United States would take a lead.  And during the ‘90s, that force structure that started to come about from that – those set of discussions were capsulized in first the Base Force, then the Bottom-Up Review, and later the Quadrennial Review.  

One of the things that is important in all of those was the rhetoric did not match the resulting force structures.  And so through the Bush – the remaining years of the Bush administration and the eight years of the Clinton administration, we increasingly gave voice to the terms of nation-building or peacekeeping and yet the force structure we built, active and reserve, was largely the force structure of conventional warfare.   When the Base Force – when the Bottom-Up Review force was announced, it was announced by the departing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Colin Powell.  

Colin Powell had been the author of the Base Force and now follow-on to that the Bottom-Up Review.  And in the press conference that he announced it, he still talked about the issues of nation-building, of peacekeeping as lesser included cases.  We were going to build a conventional force and the capabilities of that force would be sufficient to provide for any of the minor, lesser included cases. 

The Reserve and the Guard in the Bottom-Up Review force, coming off of the experience at the Gulf, was focused on 15 to-be-enhanced brigades.  Nice rhetoric, but no resources were provided for the enhanced brigades and through at least the first four years of the Clinton administration the Army was internally in warfare between the regular Army, the National Guard, and the Reserves as to what the future mission would be.  Requirements could be specified or were specified for the 15 enhanced brigades, but that was just a fraction of the Reserve force structure and the issue of what would happen to the remaining force structure was never adequately dealt with.  

With the elections four years ago, the issue of nation-building and conventional warfare again came into focus where the current president believed that we had gone too far in nation-building.  The things that were being done at the time in Balkans were not what he saw the American military to be engaged in.  He saw a return towards more conventional warfare and a transformation where that transformation was to do conventional warfare better, but not building the kind of force structure that would emphasize the PSYOPS, military police, civil affairs – the kind of things that we were associated with the nation-building.  

There have been some warning signs that this was necessary – needed.  We had an excursion in Somalia, in which there was a clear indication that these were the kinds of skills that would be needed in the future.  It fell to, really, the United States Marine Corps and Chuck Krulak and General Zinni to put forth the arguments that the prototype for the future was not Desert Storm, but was the operation in Somalia.  But those calls largely went unheeded; at least unheeded until the current situation in Iraq.  And there have been some papers that have been written which try to argue that the situation in Iraq today is in fact Somalia 10 years later.  

A case has been made that the force is under stress and that is obvious.  The question is will the AVF break?  It hasn’t broken yet, but the signs are ominous.   There are opportunities that Senator Clinton and Senator Reed talked about and the challenge is to take on those opportunities.  From my way of thinking, clearly the personnel system has got to be made to be as flexible as possible meeting the needs and the aspirations of the members of both the active force and Reserve force, but I think there is also an issue of what kind of force we want to build for the future.  If we build a force largely to fight a conventional war, which increasingly appears unlikely and neglect the needs and demands of the peacekeeping force, which is proving to be not the lesser included case,  I think we will continue to have problems.  

There is a phrase that – one often heard in the Pentagon in my time – and that was “high-demand low-density” and that was referring to something that was quite needed but for some reason the force structure did not have those elements and you can certainly call the need for PSYOPS, civil affairs, high-demand low-density. I always felt that that was a description that was good for one cycle and after that shame on you for allowing the demand to be high and density to be low.  

So I think from the historical point of view we need to have the reality of our force structure catch up with the reality of our rhetoric and the ground truth of what we are doing today.  If the United States is going to be a world power – a unique world power, we probably are placing our military more in the needs of peacekeeping than in needs of fighting.  Charlie Moskos, the noted military sociologist, said that “peacekeeping is not what soldiers should be doing, but soldiers are the only ones who can do it,” and that’s the dilemma we have today.  

Thank you very much.  (Applause.)  (Audio break.)

LTG STROUP:  – unrehearsed probably said at best as to what the challenge is that are facing our national leadership today, both in an elected and an appointed position and in a serving position.  And she defined it – we’re moving into an era of difficulty, policy challenges, national defense, Homeland Security and other aspects of just running the great nation that we have today.  

So I told you the members of the panel are here.  We had a pre-session where we asked the panel if they would, in their remarks, based on their background, expertise, and opinions, take a look at the several areas.  Dr. Rostker started off with a great synopsis of how we got here today and understanding the dynamic that we are dealing with.  

We also want to be able to discuss today what war we are really structuring ourself for, either today or the wars of tomorrow.  What’s the impact of this nature of conflict going on now in terms of long term sustainment particularly of Reserve forces, homeland security, state missions, and other missions outside the United States.  There has been a challenge of this administration didn’t mobilize correctly – that it didn’t follow the model that was set up by the first Bush administration and then implemented by the Clinton administration in fixing what happened from Desert Storm.  Do we need to need to change some of those strategies?  Do we need to focus?  

Dr. Rostker talked about General Abrams – the Abrams doctrine.  Do we need to move away from that, do we need to convert from a different type of forces in the mix between the active and the Guard and the Reserve?  And the change that Senator Clinton defined this new era as, should it be evolutionary or should it be revolutionary?  And I will reflect back on my study of defense history and that every time that your conservative defense leadership has had to make a change, it’s done so very reluctantly and visionary sometimes the Congress itself imposed that.  Goldwater-Nichols is a fine example.

And then in the final – how big should the Army be?  Whether it is what is called the regular Army or the Army National Guard or the Army Reserve, they are all intertwined in what I call the spider web of complexity of both policy, resources, time, and execution of national strategies.  

So I would like to start on my right – your left – and we will move down to Dr. Rostker.  

Rick?

RICK STARK:  Oh great.  I thought I was last.  (Chuckles.)  Good morning.

Well, Bernie Rostker and I worked together at the Pentagon several years ago and he has a wealth of knowledge and he is writing a book he was showing me earlier on the history of the total force.  How many pages, Bernie?

MR. ROSTKER:  Right now it’s 900, but it’s growing.

MR. STARK:  That doesn’t count the hot-links to the reference pages.  So he gave you a much reduced version of the history of the total force, but I think he gave you the high points and I congratulate him on that.

Let me first of all tell you that I will be brief.  But let me just put a couple of things in perspective.  In July of 2001, both General Shinseki, who was then the Chief of Staff of the Army, and General Shelton, who was the outgoing Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, warned in either articles or testimony before the House Armed Services Committee in one case, and articles with Ted’s organization, about the serious strains on the total force as a result of the deployment and expressed grave concerns.  This is before September 11th, 2001, and since then we have seen a tremendous spike in the commitment and the need to resort to use of the Guard and Reserves.  

But let me tell you a couple of things that might surprise you.  First of all, the reserve component that has seen the most extensive call-ups to date is the Coast Guard, and followed by the Marine Corps.  Now, granted, those are very, very high numbers and they’re relatively small forces, but they are bearing the brunt of the war and terrorism just as much as the Army, which of course based on its size and the duration of the missions that they are involved in and the intensity of those missions is experiencing perhaps some of the most challenging times in its history.  

But each Reserve component is unique and let me just briefly mention to you that the Army National Guard is largely a supplementary force.  It’s more of what is in the Army.  Although there are training and equipment and manpower shortages and challenges that you heard about, it’s largely combat power that also has applications in civil affairs/civil defense kinds of functions in support to local authorities.  The Army Reserve is very different.  It’s complementary, it provides additional capability, much as Bernie described.  When Schlesinger and General Abrams decided to create greater combat capability in the active component, they put support and logistics functions in the Army Reserve and so it’s a product of its history.  

When you look at the other reserve components, the Marine Reserve is largely combat, but the Air National Guard, the Air Reserve, the Navy Reserve – those other reserve components are a mixture.  They are much harder to categorize, but they largely augment the active force in one fashion or another.  Each has their own unique cultures and histories.  Bernie touched on some of the challenges between the Army and the Army National Guard – a divergence of opinion as to what would be most responsive at the state level and what will be most responsive to the active components should they be needed.  And so some of those histories are troubled and there are cultures that need to be dealt with and those are not simple matters.  They are certainly one of that need to be discussed, understood, and explored.  

There are some reserve components that have done a very good job integrating active and reserve capabilities – the Marines I would point out.  For an active Marine Corps Officer to serve in recruiting duty, to serve with reserve forces, or to teach in Reserve Officer Training Corps – those are career-enhancing assignments, and the relationship between the active and the Reserves benefits as a result.  That’s less true in most of the other services.  

Today the huge spike that we see is a function of the end of the Cold War, downsizing in the active component, downsizing in the reserve component, force structure decisions that were made in the early 1970s.  And what you see is even before the end of the Cold War, in 1986 for example, when there were 1,000,000 man-days performed on active duty by reservists with an increasing trend to 2000-2001 to 13,000,000 – from 1,000,000 to 13,000,000.  Almost a uniformly steady increase with two exceptions: the Gulf War, which was 42,000,000 man-days; and then today, which probably is in excess of 62— to 65,000,000 man-days.  So yes, we are seeing a spike.  We have seen spike before, but this spike is of much longer duration and intensity than what we saw for the Gulf War.  Most reservists who have mobilized have already mobilized for twice the period that they were mobilized for the First Gulf War and there is no real end in sight.  

But because of that trend the reserve components were largely able to rely on volunteers, many volunteered to go to Bosnia and to the Sinai.  Many have volunteered to participate in the global war on terror, but at some juncture you reach a point where volunteerism will no longer get you where you need to go and certainly we are at that point.  

Bernie talked about the volunteer force and I think it is important to point out that these young men and women who serve in the military today, they don’t necessarily join for the benefits.  These are young men and women, oftentimes they are leaving active duty in certain cases and they’re joining for the camaraderie, for the experience to be part of something larger than themselves.  Most of the benefits are years down the road, whether it’s an education benefit or the prospect of retirement.  Most of the students here probably are not thinking about their retirement plan.  The same can be said of most of the young men and women who joined the military.  They do it out of a sense of patriotism and commitment to the nation and for some personal goals as well.  

That said, there is a limit to their ability to be a good sport.  And today what we see is a major paradigm shift.  I think Senator Clinton laid it out extremely well: the reserve component will have to adapt and the Department of Defense and our nation needs to step up and understand what is it that we need our total force to do and what is the appropriate role for the reserve components within that force.  There are core competencies within the National Guard and Reserve by virtue of their civilian employment – civil affairs is a very good example, medical specialties – things that are very difficult to retain proficiency in on active duty, but in the Guard or Reserve they make good sense.  They are cost effective as well.  

In the past, we relied upon Guard and Reserve to be a strategic reserve – one that with the passage of time we could call upon to bring to the fight.  Homeland security is a mission where it maybe a matter of minutes or hours before units have to begin to respond.  So that paradigm has changed.  That means additional resources and readiness and training to ensure those units can respond.  General Blum and General Helmly and the Army National Guard and Army Reserve, which had two of the largest challenges for the reserve components, are working very hard to modernize, streamline, rebalance.  But at the end of the day a very fundamental examination with the participation of the Congress and the American people is necessary to get to the bottom of what is that that we want our Guard and Reserves to do?  What is the compensation and benefits package that should accrue to them?  What can they expect along the continuum of service?  

There may be some specialties where 39 days a year is not the right answer; maybe it’s 65 days of annual training.  And there may be others where four or five days on annual training is sufficient.  You might suggest that many medical professionals who do their job every day in an operating room or patient care environment may require less annual training than a National Guard unit that has to respond to weapons of mass destruction, civil support to authorities, or that has to be prepared for very highly integrated combat maneuver type of missions.  

So I think it’s important for us to step back.  I think Hans will speak to the needs that – have a sense of what is it that our nation needs our forces to do – what’s an appropriate role for the Guard and Reserve based upon on their unique characteristics.  And then to ensure that we develop the personnel benefits compensation, personnel management policies, force management, force structure policies that will best enable that.

LTG STROUP:  Well, thank you very much.  Now, some of the things that I picked up from what you said – as the moderator because I can interpret – is that it is time really for a paradigm change and the question that we’ll probably hear from the next speaker, who has been a practitioner in the Pentagon and now is their leading policy thinker, is that paradigm change – all-encompassing in terms of standpoint of policy, force design, the resourcing of forces, the right balance of the numbers in that.  I would remind that, what our keynote speaker said this morning and what Rick had just talked about in terms of the utilization of Reserve components, your land forces were smaller than need be, by the fact that we had to commit our Reserve components for long-term rotation way before 9/11 into the Balkans because we were wearing our active forces out.  That is a bookmark in history we need not forget and they did exceedingly well there.  

During this period of time that we have talked about so far, we’ve been faced with decreasing defense budgets, the expenditure of the peace dividend – and it really boils down to now your forces, as you heard from Senator Reed, are existing on a supplemental funding of forces being at war, and my interpretation of that:  is that really looking at it as a home equity loan or is it a payday loan that you find outside the gate?

Without further ado, the master practitioner.

HANS BINNENDIJK:  Who is that?  (Laughter.)  It’s a pleasure to be here and with you today.  I taught here at Georgetown in the early ‘90s and spent a lot of time in this room, so I feel very much at home here.  Let me quickly state my thesis and then –

LTG STROUP:  Is there a quiz?

MR. BINNENDIJK:  There will be a quiz afterwards, yes.  Let me quickly state my thesis, which is that you can look at this problem of the reserve component in one or two ways.  One is that we are currently undergoing a considerable stress in the reserve component because of Iraq.  And if you think that that is the sole nature of the problem then the answer is rebalancing and that is what the administration is doing and actually doing fairly well.  Or you can take a different view, which I tend to take, and that is that you need a more fundamental transformation in the reserve component, which requires not just rebalancing but a fundamental restructuring – a brand new look at the future missions of the reserve component, how it fits in with the active force and our national security strategy.  

And if you believe that we need a fundamental restructuring rather than just a rebalancing, then you take a different approach.  It’s probably something that cannot be dealt with inside of the Pentagon just because of the nature of the changes that are required.  It requires some outside force, whether it’s the Congress or a national commission.  It also probably requires some procedures to make those changes; perhaps not unlike the so-called BRAC process – the Base Realignment and Closure process, where you try to take the process out of politics and create mechanisms to make the changes more smoothly because this issue is loaded with politics, as we all know.  

And first let me just to say a couple of words about stress.  Many of the statistics have already come out, but it’s worth just reiterating them.  We are in a new environment, but let me underline this point: this really is about Iraq.  If you look at the number of duty days, as we just did, in the late ‘90s and into the early part of this decade, you come up with a rough average of about 13,000,000 duty days for reservists annually.  We are currently at about 63,000,000 duty days as a result of Iraq.  In the early – early in 2000 to 2003, from September 11th up and through Afghanistan, we had about 77,000 reservists called up.  Today, if you look at March of 2002 – it was a key point for Iraq – we had 233,000 mobilized.  

There is a focus on the longer duration of the call-ups again as a result of Iraq.  During Desert Storm/Desert Shield, it was about a 156 days.  Today, we are looking at call-ups well in excess of 300 days.  Reservists are currently being told that they should look forward to serving one year out of every three to five years.  And as Bernie pointed out, there is this high-demand, low-density problem where it is focused on things like civil affairs, military police, PSYOPS, et cetera.  

I’ll also make the point that there is another focus and it’s on enlisted men.  If you look at the statistics for officers and enlisted men, especially in this high-demand, low-density units, it’s really the enlisted ranks that get hit the hardest, and it has an impact.  It has a very real impact not only on the battlefield – we heard about the equipment and training problems earlier today.  But it’s having a profound effect first in states, where a number of governors are complaining that their assets are being removed, but also in morale and retention.  And I do happen – at least the statistics that are available to me indicate that the morale problems are more serious than was indicated earlier this morning and I think that also is having an effect on potential retention. 

The Army Research Institute, for example, said in January of this year – the result of their survey said that only 27 percent of those asked in the Reserves firmly intend to reenlist, so we have a problem.  Now, again, that’s the problem that is addressed with rebalancing and in a minute you’re going to hear, I think, about how the reserve component is addressing that, and there are some very useful plans underway.  

Let me look, though, at four missions for your future of the reserve component and use them to argue that something more fundamental is needed to transform the reserve component and to restructure it, and much of this will focus on the Army because, of all of services, I think that’s the most troubled.  The first mission is stabilization and reconstruction.  And as we have heard, a lot of this capability in our total force resides in the reserve component.  Now, there is an estimate – and this is a little higher than what you will get from the administration, but my estimate is that if we were to retain current operations just in this category of stabilization and reconstruction, it will take somewhere between 60,000 and 75,000 reservists a year to meet that goal. 

Now, if you also take the administration’s goal that reservists should be called up once in every six years, and that’s their goal, then it’s – do a little math and you learn that we will need at least 350,000 troops in the reserve component that can do these stabilization and reconstruction missions.  Well, we’re nowhere near that.  We cannot sustain this effort unless something breaks.  Either we change the pace of the operations or we significantly – more significantly even than we’re planning to – shift capabilities in this direction.  

We are also not well organized either in active force or the reserve component, incidentally, to do these stabilization and reconstruction missions.  We need new joint commands, in my view, and new organizational structures to do these new missions.  The second mission is what I would call other combat service and service support operations and we have already heard about the Abrams doctrine, which was intended to avoid another Vietnam by forcing politicians to deal with their constituents before they make decisions to go to war.  Well I happen to think that the Abrams doctrine is probably outmoded and needs to be changed for a couple of reasons.  First of all, in the way we are fighting today we are deploying very rapidly for decisive victory.  We simply cannot wait, under many circumstances, to call up this combat service/combat service support capability if you want to act rapidly.  You can’t really wait to mobilize them.  So that’s the first reason.  

The second reason is the Abrams doctrine simply hasn’t worked.  We are currently in another very unpopular war and I don’t think much consideration was given at the time that that decision was made to go to war about the impact on the reserve component.  Certainly it didn’t seem to be a restraining factor, so we need to rethink the Abrams doctrine.  

The third mission has to do with high-intensity warfighting and perhaps in order the importance it ought to be first.  But as was said, this capability resides fundamentally in the National Guard with eight divisions and 14 enhanced brigades, half of which are heavy:  mechanized or armored.  

Now, you have to ask yourself: do we still need this kind of a capability at all in reserve component?  We probably need some of this capability, but if indeed we are going to move in the direction of a transformed, highly decisive, but rapid victory, we are going to have to make some significant changes in the composition of this part of the force.  We have to transform it.  We are currently in a situation where our active duty force really can’t fight well together with our European allies because we are transforming much faster than they are.  The same thing is also unfortunately true for our Reserve component.  I am not sure we will be able to fight effectively with our own Reserve component in the future unless we really pick up the pace of the transformation in this area.  Now, there are efforts to make the reserve components more modular.  That’s a step in the right direction.  Much more has to be done. 

And the fourth mission – and we are going to talk about this I think in the next panel – is homeland security.  We’re already doing a lot of this in the reserve component, but let me make the basic point here.  There is a fundamental debate underway about the role that the National Guard in particular ought to be playing in homeland security.  You have on the one hand civilian officials in the Pentagon who say essentially this is not the business of the reserve component.  The business of the reserve component is fighting overseas.  That’s the first priority.  

I think if you turn to the states – you talk to the governors, and in fact even if you talk to the reserve component – the National Guard Bureau itself, they will say things like well, we have to have at least half of our capability ready to dedicate to homeland security and state missions.  A good example of this is the so-called civil support teams.  These are small teams designed to respond to weapons of mass destruction.  These are 22-person teams.  They’re very small.  It took incredible pressure from the outside to create one of these teams for every state and we’re still not there.  The experts that I talked to in the WMD area say that in order to be an effective first responder, we ought to have a battalion’s capability rather than just 22 people that are assigned this capability in every state.  

So these four missions tell you that we have to probably go beyond rebalancing to restructuring.  A last thought for you:  you have to ask yourself where the capabilities reside.  I am talking particularly here about the Army, in the Army Reserve, and the National Guard.  I think they’re misaligned.  A useful rule of thumb would be to put similar functions in proximity and, for example, to put in the Reserve what is needed – the word says it itself – as a reserve for the Army – for high-intensity warfighting.  It would be some combat service – service support, but that to me is where the ability to fight a high-intensity war ought to be.  

And in the National Guard – it says National Guard – that’s where we ought to be focusing on homeland security and a complementary function in many ways, which is the stabilization and reconstruction operations.  A lot of the skills required for stabilization and reconstruction overseas are similar to what we need for homeland security.  So this is a very different alignment for the Army reserve component, but I think it needs to be thought through.  So I am not naïve about what it will take to make these changes given the politically sensitive nature of the reserve component, but I think it’s – and probably also one might argue this – when we’re in a time of stress this is not the time to make these fundamental changes, but I would say, you know, there may never be a good time.  We ought to get started.  So I think we are going to have to find some way to raise this issue to a national debate and take a real hard look at whether I am right or not that a more fundamental restructuring is necessary.

Thank you.

LTG STROUP:  Well, I think you’re right, but I’m not allowed to have a comment on your question.  But clearly as you departed the Pentagon, the land forces, and the Army in particular with its three components, were already under stress and that was the stress of conducting operations in the Balkans plus some other stabilization actions that were going on around the world.  And then you had the introduction of 9/11, which took us off the stress meter entirely.  So your proposition, as I am rephrasing it, is balancing the structure for the future through some type of transformational policy and resourcing and regulatory and law, is probably overdue.  And the question is, how is it done?  Is it done through a commission, as you brought up?  Certainly not done through a panel.  Your supposition of misalignment – I am looking forward to questions from the audience on that.

But you are – I believe hit it right on target from the perspective of where you look at it over there in the prison.  You can ask him about his prison domicile in his new offices at Fort McNair.  

Our next speaker is a juggler.  You may see him in uniform but he is one of those officers in the Pentagon that has to take the missions that are imposed upon the Army.  Both peacetime and wartime, he has to look out to the future and with his team he has to juggle the scarce resources that the Army gets on its misaligned share of the budget, which I think later you’ll hear me talk about that we ought to be getting 28 percent of the defense TOA versus 24.  But General Durbin is not going to talk about that, but he is going to talk about what the Army is doing today within its time, policy, law, and regulatory resources that he has to deal with.

BG ROBERT DURBIN:  Thanks, sir.  I appreciate the opportunity to share some thoughts with you today.  As I looked at the other panel members, my concern this morning was that they would take advantage of my youth and inexperience.  (Laughter.)  But having listened to them all speak I am struck specifically, Doctor, that I must be much older than I thought because I have lived through most of what you had to share with us, either as a son of a full-time National Guardsman in the Pennsylvania National Guard for the first 20 years, and then on an active duty status for the last 30 years.  

LTG STROUP:  I would emphasize that he is another one of my students from West Point.

BG DURBIN:  Yes sir, and a swimmer, sir.

LTG STROUP:  And a swimmer.  Right.

BG DURBIN:  I wanted to start with the fact that our Army, and more importantly your Army, is facing a formidable challenge in the future, but with that challenge also comes some opportunities.  And the way we look at it is that we have to figure out how to juggle or balance the ability to continue to provide that land power capability as part of the joint team as we meet the commitments required to wage our nation’s global war on terrorists.  And we need to balance and juggle that while we are trying to transform our force to do those things and to be better capable of doing those things in the future and we are having to do that at an increased pace based on the commitment that we have to fight the global war on terror because we are taking units as they exist today that are not properly equipped for the missions of today and we’re having to reorganize and re-man and reequip and retrain in an attempt to make them better prepared for their redeployment.  

And so as I look at the solution and we work to provide the senior leadership of our Army some options, we break it down into a matter of composition and disposition.  And you heard the doctor speak about the high-demand, low-density challenge that we have, and that is at the heart of our solution: to properly identify where the high-demand, low-density units and structure exists and to fix it as rapidly as possible.  And combined with that requirement is to make the force structure responsive – rapidly deployable.  

And so as we look at the first challenge of composition – not just the right size force, but we also have to look into right mix of forces – both active component and reserve component mix – and we have to look one level further of fidelity in the internal mix, and that’s where the term and the concept of modularity comes in.  And we are deep into restructuring both active and reserve components specifically the AC – active component – brigade combat teams and the Army National Guard.  And we in fact are growing the capability of brigade combat teams: those that do the actual fighting, those that are the occupation forces on the ground – the heart of what we do as a business – a brigade combat team that is self-contained, more deployable, more tooth-to-tail, and it’s both for the AC as we increase it from our existing 33 brigade combat teams in the active component to 43, and potentially eventually to 48, because there were those who would come to the conclusion that perhaps our brigade combat teams in fact are high-demand, low-density.  

And in the reserve component we are doing a complete restructure from the 15 enhanced brigades plus the 22 divisional brigades and one armored cav regiment, for a total of 38 of those brigade units, of which 22 are not as well equipped as the enhanced brigades and therefore are not as responsive.  And we will transform them to 34 brigade combat teams that are identically structured and equipped as the active component so we can get after the high-demand, low-density challenge we have for brigade combat teams.  

And we, in fact, have begun a restructuring of the AC/RC rebalance that affects 100,000 structure spaces – 100,000 soldiers in our Army and it began this fiscal year.  And it, in fact, will deactivate 141 Cold War structure of heavy field artillery, air defense artillery, and, you know, my heart – being an armor officer – and armor units.  And so about 141 of those will be deactivated and we will activate 197 MPs, transportation companies, civil affairs, PSYOPS, and other units that in fact have been identified as high-demand, low-density.  And so that’s a fairly significant challenge to be able to do this while we are waging the global war on terrorism, but we’re divesting Cold War structure and we in fact are moving more AC support structure to attack both the high-demand, low-density and the responsiveness.  

For disposition we have a study called the Integrated Global Posture and Basing Strategy, which you’ve read about the paper.  This says, in fact, for the active component we will make some moves from OCONUS to CONUS for the active component force, and we in fact will structure those active component units that are part of that 100,000 restructure and we will prepare them to be more responsive for the needs of our nation for the global war on terrorism.  

But what about the RC disposition?  Well, we have the unique challenge there, as we always do with our reserve component.  How do we ensure that the disposition, where those new units that we are trying to make sure are no longer high-demand, low-density – how are they properly disposed inside United States so that they can in fact be responsive to the state missions, or Title 32 responsibilities?  And if in fact called upon to add depth to the active component for the global war on terrorism for outside of the United States, how do we ensure that we have not left a state or a region without the right capability, force structure-wise, to deal with homeland security, homeland defense, civil affair missions?  So there is a delicate balance there that we are working towards.  

So if you look at the high-demand, low-density and responsiveness solution, the right mix is important, but then we have to ask to ourselves is it the right size?  But I would offer to you, it needs to be in that order: try to get the right mix first and then attempt to have the right size.  The right size is a function of availability and usability of your force structure and right now, although we are digesting ourselves with the Cold War structure, we in fact are still wedded to focus on our ability to surge for contingency operations, but we are in continuous operation and so we have to look at changing the paradigm or the culture or the construct for how we make forces available and how we define the usability of those forces.  

You heard that for 60-plus years the reserve component generally were considered follow-on forces.  Well, that fit well with our construct of being able to surge for the big one for contingency operations.  It does not fit today, so we need a new construct.  We are going away from all forces available all the time.  Notice I didn’t say all forces ready all the time; we didn’t have enough resources to do that.  But our old construct was all forces available all the time, and we need to change that to some forces available all the time.  And we need to make sure that we can say that some forces, fully ready, 100 percent manned, equipped, and trained all the time to provide the necessary forces for the commitment of our nation for the global war on terrorism for continuous operations.  

And so you are going to hear more about this concept of the Force Generation Model that the Army is embracing that most of you will at first glance say very similar to the AEF construct of the Air Force or the rotation policy for the fleet rotations for the Navy or the Marine Corps, but I would ask you to consider that land power capability and requirements carry their uniqueness with them wherever they go and so you have to dig a little deeper to understand what’s similar and also what’s dissimilar.  But just stick with that; it’s close to what the other services are doing.

And what our goal is, is to take active component units that are the right mix and whatever the right size ends up being and put them on a cyclic readiness construct of one in three – one year out of every three.  One rotation temporal construct if it’s six, nine, or 12 months and it’s two of those rotations where they have ability to redeploy, re-man, reequip, and retrain so that they are ready to be used again in an availability window one out of every three.  That’s good for the active component.  

For the reserve component, our goal is one out of every six and that’s because when you look at what predictability you can provide, the great soldiers and the great family members that we have, whether they are married or they are single they give up control of their life from the time that they’re alerted until they redeploy.  And the all-volunteer force, which gives the focus of the concern of the senior leadership of our Army – to retain the quality of the all-volunteer force – we owe it to our people to provide that predictability and that disciplined process of availability and usability of our forces.  

And the reserve component’s a little different because you also have to consider the employers and what their expectation and what their tolerance level is.  And so one out of every three for the active component predictability for our soldiers and our family members; one out of every six for our reserve component to provide predictability for our soldiers, our family members, and their employers.  And so as the true concern remains the ability to retain a quality all-volunteer force – (audio break).

LTG STROUP:  – said for somebody that has to juggle, but you may not be a good card player because in a card game you always want to make sure you got a great pile of chips, and at the moment I don’t think the Army’s got the right stack of chips in from standpoint of dollars.  If you had more dollars, you probably could get more end strength in all three components, so we need to talk about that.  

As a footnote before we start taking questions from the audience, I would like to ask Secretary Rostker if he has any other footnotes he would like to put up now that he has heard these individuals.

MR. ROSTKER:  Well, I would associate myself with all of the remarks.  I can tell you as – when Undersecretary of Army and we’d go to the weekly status of forces readiness briefing, the goal is always that every one of the divisions would be C-1 – fully combat ready, and that becomes an impossibility.  And I was much more attuned, having served in the Navy Secretariat, to this notion of deployment and the cycle of deployment and I am very encouraged by with the general talked about in terms of the force generation.  That’s a hard nut to swallow for the Army, but it is where they, I think, have to go.  

I think the all-volunteer force becomes the tail that is going to have to wag the dog, and one question I would raise is how far can we stress it?  How many more young men and women can we recruit and that we should start to recruit them and let them be the pacing force.  And one really radical idea that I’ve recently written about in terms of the officer corps – we’re running the personnel system of the United States military on a model that was developed after World War II and in fact it’s a model that really comes out of the Navy personnel system which was modified during the Depression.  That’s where the 20-year retirement comes from.  

If we are going to expand the force, I think that both arbitrary notions of 20 years of service reinforcing with compensation policies and promotion policies needs to be changed.  I would look towards, if we are going to keep it a point definite for the enlisted force, 25 years and make it an opportunity through incentives for people to want to do that because that will be the only basis on which you can generate the skilled senior enlisted leadership to allow you to grow the force and increase the size of the force.  So I had put on the table the whole force personnel structure of the military as it has developed since World War II and ask the question: what kind of personnel structures do we want as well as what kind of force structures do we want?

Questions & Answers

LTG STROUP:  Well, as we get ready for questions, the procedure will be to go to the floor mike.  I’ll call on you to answer the questions and while we are waiting for you to rush to the mikes, I am going to copy the Democratic Party campaign of 10 candidates by introducing what I call the piranha moment for the panel and I’ll let you to each ask each other questions or express doubts of what we have postulated up here.  Who is going to be first?

MR. STARK:  I’ll go first.

LTG STROUP:  Right.  He was pulling on my leg.

MR. STARK:  I would also associate myself with all the remarks.  I think General Durbin is – he has to represent the Army and has some constraints on how frank he can be in a public setting, but I think he made very clear as much as is possible, the great – the Herculean efforts that are underway in the Army to adjust the disposition of it’s forces as well as the composition.  

But I don’t disagree with Hans, who had suggested that it’s beyond rebalancing.  It’s bigger than the Army.  It’s perhaps bigger than DOD to undertake the restructuring because the National Guard is an entity that has a political constituency in every state and territory.  The reserve components are themselves tied in many cases more closely to members of Congress than the active component by virtue of the fact that, you know, they’re local, they’re community-based, and they have very close ties with their communities, which are tied closely to their congressional districts.  So these make for a very challenging set of circumstances for the Army to alone undertake some sort of transformation, much less the entire reserve component.  

I would also like to comment on what Bernie said about the personnel component.  Clearly the mobilization-based structures that we have would have worked fine had we had World War III and had to come up with vast quantities of people with some rudimentary level of skills to equip and man – or to man a much larger Army for a Cold War conventional scenario.  But today, in a very different society that’s peopled with young people like yourselves who – probably the vast majority of you are not contemplating military service, but perhaps we could induce you to if you didn’t think you had to serve 20 years to vest some sort of a retirement benefit.  I think that the technological sophistication of our military, which unfortunately events like Abu Ghraib detract from, but before that incident I think perhaps most of you marveled at the sophistication and the competency of our military and that naturally represents the vast majority of what our military is capable of and does on a day to day basis.  

But I would tell you that I don’t think the personnel system, as Bernie has suggested, is going to make us competitive in the marketplace for the talent that we need under an all-volunteer force, and the all-volunteer force is what we need.  We do not need to resort to conscription with the technological sophistication of the workforce that we require, the amount of training that it takes to make those personnel ready for the modern battlefield, or the very diverse missions in homeland security and security and stability operations.  These are uncertain, difficult environments.  They require thinking people – thinking leaders with diverse experiences.  You don’t get that by having a very rudimentary ham-handed personnel system that we have designed decades ago for a different world environment.

I think I’ll leave my remarks there.

LTG STROUP:  Well, I’m not going to take you out abut the personnel system, but I’ll call on the gentleman up here with the blue shirt and the Republican tie.  (Laughter.)

Q:  I’d like to thank all the panelists.

LTG STROUP:  You’re welcome.  Now get to the question – (laughter) – because there are other people stacking up here.  Now, my rules are, if it’s not a question, I’m going to shout you down and say, okay, turkey, what’s the question?

Q:  All right.  Fair enough.  Critics of President Bush’s defense budget say the problem is not there’s not enough money, but that the funding is out of balance, so given the recent challenges in terms of asymmetrical and fourth generation warfare that we have now, what specifically needs to be terms of rebalancing these funds?

LTG STROUP:  You want to answer that?

MR. BINNENDIJK:  I’ll take a first cut at it.  I think we need to spend much more on this stabilization and reconstruction function.  This is what we’re doing now in Afghanistan and Iraq.  We’re going to be doing much more of it probably in the future.  We are not organized to do it.  We’re spending enough for it and so I would start there.  

And secondly, we need to accelerate the overall transformation process especially in the Army.  It’s expensive but we have through the use of technology and new operation concepts discovered new and more effective ways to fight and we need to focus more resources on that as well.

LTG STROUP:  I would put a different spin in your question.  The defense budget, while it is approaching four percent, probably in this new era that Senator Clinton described and that Senator Reed talked about probably is not large enough, and within the defense budget, the Army’s budget – clearly the land forces budget should be more than what it is now and my number happens to be 28 percent.  You cannot fight the ongoing war with all your services being paid for by what I call either the home equity loan or the payday loan called supplemental funding.  Once that’s fixed then you can balance.  

Madam?

Q: Thank you.  I served in 2nd ACR, 2nd Infantry, 4th Infantry, when all these transformation concepts were being developed.  When the decision point came, the opposition from the officer corps revolved around the fact that we lost so many senior officer slots by reconfiguring to these – so how do you address that?

Secondly, I moved to the Reserves and was just horrified to find that the training was 10 years behind what we were doing in the active duty Army, that Reserve soldiers have to pay most – for their travel, for their training time, and that they do their training experience entirely out of pocket with exception of a very small sliver.  And they’re promised that they’ll reap the rewards when they retire, but because of this out-of-control personnel system a huge number of well qualified officers and senior enlisted people never get that payback in their retirement.  They can go become a contractor and make two or three times the salary and do it as a civilian contractor, but they can’t do the same work and as well qualified officers and senior NCOs within the Reserves.  Can you help us with that?

BG DURBIN:  I will take, I think, the first two.  For officer professional development – I think what you’re talking about is – we have under the current construct of personnel policies and the way that our force structure is laid out, there is a viable opportunity for officers – both commissioned and non-commissioned officers to continue to progress up through the ranks or enhance capability to be a colonel, commander, and therefore then be eligible for selection for a flag officer – for general.  

When we do the right thing and you look at what the force structure should be in the internal structure of the modular brigade combat team and the requisite amount of other capabilities that are needed, you find out that you will need to change the personnel system and the officer professional development progression or you will have to go back and readjust the force structure to something that supports the development of the officer corps.  And I would posit for you that our Army is willing at this point to make the hard call to do the former rather than the latter.  

I won’t make any comment on what decisions were made in the past.

LTG STROUP:  Anybody else on the panel?  I would say every time you try to change your officer system, you’ve got to remember you’ve got to go back to the Congress and change the law.  So it is a challenge.  

Gentleman from the media.  Vince?

Q:  Yes, General.  I’m with the Army Times newspaper.  Vince Crowley.  Has there been any discussion – probably for General Durbin – on what you are losing by bringing home fifty-odd thousand troops from overseas where they are being forced on a daily basis to interact with other cultures and deal with the hassles and deprivations of negotiating a U.S. presence in a foreign culture?  It seems like that there is at the same time a very large need for the military to have that as – that’s part of the discussions on the stabilization operations.

BG DURBIN:  Right.  I think two points:  one, the end state would probably be that we will have a rotational force – brigade size – as your building block.  One or two, or however many is needed for that forward presence.  And right now, we’re talking for both Germany – Europe and Northeast Asia.  And so we would provide opportunities for many soldiers due to that rotational base, and that rotation may be on such a cycle of one out of every three, so it’s 12 months, six months, nine months, not a three-year permanent change of station.

And the second thing is with our global war on terrorism and our commitment that we see in the foreseeable future, I think that we have other opportunities to interact with other cultures other than those two, where we think we will continue to have permanent rotational presence.

MR. BINNENDIJK:  Let me try to answer that question in a slightly broader strategic context.  I think in the European context it makes some sense to restructure our forward presence.  The problem there is that the way we’re explaining it, it looks like we’re looking for lily pads from which we jump to forward positions.  And we ought to be presenting this much more in the context of working with our European allies to help them transform their capabilities so we can fight together in the future.  

In the Asian context, when we are in very delicate negotiations with the North Koreans, I don’t see why we’re withdrawing troops from South Korea.

Q:  Yes, gentlemen.  As a former Marine, I understand the budget constraints and the force culture that’s created, but today on the panel I’ve seen – or heard, excuse me, two points highlighted by all of the members: a definite need for a total force – a radical total force reconstruction, and increasing the total size of the force. 

I have two questions with this.  Who’s going to fuel this total radical force reconstruction and how will we fill these ranks?

LTG STROUP:  Well, my quick answer is we’ll get money from the other service departments.  (Laughter)  It’s a technique called OPM: other people’s money.  And so you increase the size of – I’m speaking for land forces.  Of course, being a Marine, you know, you’re always the stepchild of the Navy budget and you sort of get Army hand-me-downs like the Guard and the Reserve do from the Active Army.  But if you’re convinced that you’re going the right way, then you really need to rebalance the size of the defense pie that you’re putting into land forces – total land forces.  That’s one thing.  

The other thing is it takes time.  It takes time to do this.  And General Durbin, while he’s speaking for the present, has to juggle and plan and look in six-year cycles, and you’re probably looking to execute anything they want to do out at least 12 years.  And through that, you could have two or three different administration changes; either same party or different parties.  Just because you have a re-election doesn’t mean that your defense policy doesn’t change, right Dr. Rostker?

MR. ROSTKER:  There’s been great continuity in defense policy, but I don’t think we have yet fully tapped the potential of the all-volunteer force.  And let me just give you an example in terms of what Senator Clinton talked about.  I would submit that potentially healthcare as a benefit for the reserve component could be a very attractive incentive to joining the Reserves.  If 20 percent of the Reserves have no healthcare and just the fact that you are in the Reserves now gives you and your family healthcare, that becomes a very powerful incentive.  It’s not going to come cheap.  And so that personnel costs, which have risen steadily in the all-volunteer force, are likely to rise again as we try to go to a new plateau.

MR. STARK:  Let me – I’ll just say a couple of things.  First of all, the Department spends about 8 percent of its resources on almost half of its force, and that’s the Reserve component piece, so they represent a relative bargain in the past.  Now, perhaps they wouldn’t be a bargain after some restructuring to make them increasingly ready and increasingly relevant in terms of their structure and their capabilities.  

But some of the rebalancing, restructuring efforts may result in some ability to avoid some transformation costs for certain kinds of units that have requirements for the scope of the missions that would be assigned to them that are different than are now conceived.  So I don’t think it’s fair to say that restructuring necessarily will cost a great deal more money in every case.  I mean, there may be some savings in some.

BG DURBIN:  If I could just clarify one more time, as we in the Army look at restructuring, we’re looking at the right mix first – the internal structure composition of our force.  And, in fact, I will lay out the embracing of military-to-civilian conversion to the tune of 15— to 25,000 over our program years, which will take soldiers now who are sitting behind a desk, if you would, and transferring that responsibility to a civilian so that that soldier then could be placed in a combat vehicle or combat formation deployable.  And so that’s another way of looking at how we get the right mix and we reduce the – or increase the tooth-to-tail ratio.  And then we’ll look at do we have the right sized force to meet the commitments that our nation has for us.

LTG STROUP:  Next question?

Q:  Well, you kind of stole my question, but I think that I can come up with another one.

LTG STROUP:  Thank you, Allen.

Q:  I am interested in the efforts that are being made – you mentioned civil affairs a lot and PSYOPS, and I believe special forces as well.  There’s a lot of – do a lot of missions that could be reconstruction, and what kind of efforts are being made to make more active components of these areas, because as Mr. Stark mentioned, a lot of the civil affairs, especially in PSYOPS, are doctors, lawyers, and when they’re deployed for six months, now a year, and perhaps even longer, it becomes very difficult for them to pay their bills when they’re making $1,500 a month with their military pay.  

And so what kind of efforts are being made to increase the active components of these areas so that nine months of the year, a PSYOP soldier isn’t being sent overseas?

MR. STARK:  Well, let me say something just to clarify briefly, and then I’ll let General Durbin, because he’s certainly more of the expert on what’s happening today.  In many cases, the Department has been creative in how it uses some of these specialty personnel.  For instance, physicians oftentimes will only be activated for a relatively brief period, say 60 or 90 days, because of the impact on their practice.

But to go back to what we were talking about earlier, the continuum of service – what is it that a Guard and Reservist can expect of their commitment – we need to have a better sense of what they can expect to create some predictability, but that doesn’t mean that everybody is going to have the same picture.  Their specialty, the type of unit that they join may create an entirely different continuum.  And we may need to incentivize that in some creative ways.  But clearly, if we propose ham-handedly only to pull people up for a year at a time, that’s going to make it very difficult to recruit and retain and motivate certain parts of the skill sets that we need.  So I think that the Department is already creative, but I think they lack some of the tools necessary.  Some are just policies, some are longstanding management practices, some are force structure, and some are statutory.  And so I think they’ve asked for some flexibilities, but I think that we need to move more quickly.

BG DURBIN:  For the modular brigade combat teams, both active and the reserve component, since they both look alike, organic to that organization are civil affairs teams, PSYOPS, an increased number of military police, and increased transportation assets.  So again, the high-demand, low-density difficulty that was discovered and uncovered – what we have done – we have embedded that capability in that deployable, modular brigade combat team.  And then we have increased, as I told you, 197 of those type of units for the echelon above brigade that would be augmenting those brigade combat teams on an area basis.

LTG STROUP:  Okay?  Young lady.

Q:  My question is in regard to the role of the Reserves and the armed forces in general in terms of peacekeeping.  During the past decade, peacekeeping has become a much larger mission of the American armed forces and while the troops have performed admirably, it has been debated whether they’re adequately equipped for that sort of challenge.

My question is, how will restructuring enhance peacekeeping operations and what ideas are being discussed to deal with this challenge?  Are there any revolutionary ideas on the horizon?

LTG STROUP:  I’m going to ask Hans if he would take that with his ideas, and then if General Durbin wants to chime in, fine.  Because we’re in the point now where you’ve got to think exploratorily to the future, and your question is just made for this gentleman.

MR. BINNENDIJK:  We have just done a little book at our Center on this topic and what we have recommended is the creation of a focused capability – about two divisions worth.  And I use that just to give you a sense of the size of it.  One in the Active force; one in the Reserve force.  And this would have, as part of it, the following kinds of capabilities: civil affairs, PSYOPS, engineers, medical, intelligence.  And what we’re missing now by the current organizational structure is the ability to create synergies among these groups and to train with them together.  So we need – a lot of these capabilities exist, but they’re not organized so that you get the maximum out of them.

I would also create a joint command for each of these two division-equivalent structures, probably at the two-star level, and I’d place them in peacetime at Joint Forces Command or SOCOM and then you deploy them overseas in wartime.  But we’re not taking maximum advantage of, actually, capabilities that we have within the service, and I think much of this is organizational structure.

LTG STROUP:  A division is about 16,000 soldiers, sailors, Marines, Coast Guardsmen – for relative size.

Comment?

BG DURBIN:  I’ll comment a little bit on the equipping, and I’ll use the equipping as the example of the resource that the Army would have to look at maneuvering.  If we had the right mix and the right structure, and we put it on that force generation model that gives you that cyclic ability to make a certain subset of them available for the RC one out of every six years, then, in fact, what we’d look at doing is taking – if we’re 34 brigades, let’s divide it by six so we have an average five or six a year.  So you have six brigade combat teams in the Army National Guard that are modular and look exactly like the AC.  

They could, in fact, and would, in fact, be equipped to 100 percent of all of their equipment that they need during at least the year prior to the sixth year, when they would be available.  And then that would come at the expense of brigade combat teams – six each – that are in years one, two, or three.  They just redeploy.  But we would have to ensure that we did not go below an equipping threshold that made the type of equipment available to make that a viable unit to do their state and Title 32 missions like ground and air mobility, all of the individual equipment, some engineering equipment, and command and control equipment, where they could not be responsive to hurricane Ivan VII in 2009.

MR. ROSTKER:  Ted, if I might.

LTG STROUP:  Yes.

MR. ROSTKER:  Just two points.  One is the notion of embedding in these brigade teams the additional specialties of PSYOPS, civil affairs, and the like.  I’d like to endorse that because what it does is allow you to leverage the soldiers in those units in those fashions.  I think the problem becomes – or has come in the past where you have a combat unit with no training, no supervision, no access, and just plop it down and expect it to somehow invent these capabilities.  

One additional point, related: clearly, the Army in the last four years has gone more towards a brigade building block.  I would make the point that that does not mean the division is dead or we can eliminate an echelon of command.  I think there’s great wisdom in the notion of the tactical, the operational, and the strategic.  It allows you to focus.  And just as there are brigades that need to focus on the tactical, there is a need to coordinate those activities and manage them at, let me say, a division level or whatever you want to call it in the new structure.  But the notion that, with information and modularity, you can eliminate or streamline your supervisory structure comes at a great risk, and it’s a risk that American business is relearning as they go forward.  The flatness does not necessarily lend itself to these kinds of missions and tasks.

Q:  My question is really for Dr. Binnendijk, but I just want to say to General Durbin, as an Air Force Academy graduate myself, it’s nice to hear a West Pointer looking to the Air Force and the AEF for ideas, so I appreciate that.  But Doctor, your restructuring proposal where you had put the Reserve – use the Reserve as a warfighting overseas supplement to the Army and the Guard for homeland security and stabilization missions – my question is where does the Air component fit into that?  You know that National Guard Bureau is a joint organization, in effect, and are you suggesting that you put the tactical airlift in the Guard and the more offensive air in the Reserves for overseas warfighting – that sort of thing?

MR. BINNENDIJK: I don’t think I would change the Air Guard picture.  That seems to work pretty well.  I was really focusing my comments on the Army Reserve and National Guard mix.  And I think you could shift these capabilities – the high-intensity warfighting capabilities to the Reserves and still maintain that liaison with the Air component, which increasingly is very important, as you know.  It’s a focus of the way we’re fighting now, is linking air and ground capabilities together.  

LTG STROUP:  This will be the last question.  The young lady over here.

I thank the other people that were going to ask questions.  You can come down afterwards, or you can save them for the governor.

Q:  I guess my question ties everything all together then.  Everything today has been mentioned under the context of this paradigm shift and then it was mentioned later that while today and these times are really difficult, it’s as good a time as any to be able to really adapt to this paradigm shift.  My question is who will be the one determining the criteria necessary for being able to adapt to this, especially something with as many variables as like an internal mix?  And how do you see that changing as the paradigm shift continues or as the political circumstances change, such as the war on Iraq?

LTG STROUP:  I’m going to call on two people to answer it, and I’ll start with Secretary Rostker and then ask Hans if he would follow up.  The rest of you can talk if you want, but –

MR. ROSTKER:  How do you manage change is really what you’re –

Q:  Yeah.

MR. ROSTKER:  Very difficult.  We have – Hans talked about commissions.  God save us from another commission.  I mean, we’ve had more commissions since the end of the Cold War and quadrennial reviews, and frankly it took the experience in Iraq to have this panel talk about transformation the way we’re talking about it.  I think the answer is leadership, and I don’t see that necessarily coming.  

In important times, it has come from the Congress.  Goldwater-Nichols has been discussed as an example, but ultimately it has to come from the secretary of defense, empowered by the president.  And the situation has to be understood as permanent and not temporary an expedient to get back to the stuff we were doing before.  So I’m not all that optimistic right now.

MR. BINNENDIJK:  I would agree with Bernie on two points.  One, leadership is critically important in this area.  And secondly, we’ve had an awful lot of commissions on a lot of things, but occasionally a commission really does make a difference.  Look at the Scowcroft Commission, for example, when it brought the nation together on the MX.  That may be the kind of model that we need here to overcome what otherwise I think is an impossible political situation, given the ties that everybody has in the Reserve component to either state houses or to the Congress.  

And then I think we need, as I said earlier, a process – a base realignment and closure-like process, and the beauty of that process is it’s all or nothing.  You can’t play tradeoff games on the Hill with that process, so you need to create a new paradigm and present it that way so that people can’t play politics with it.

MR. ROSTKER: Let me just – Hans reminds me of the Gates Commission, which obviously brought us the all-volunteer force, but it took the leadership of Mel Laird, even against the wavering of Richard Nixon, to bring us to an all-volunteer force.  And even with a commission, if we don’t have a secretary of defense who’s going to run with the results of that commission and make the hard day-to-day decisions and stand toe-to-toe with chiefs of the services who have their own constituency, we will not see the kind of change that is necessary.

LTG STROUP:  And now I’d like to use the word “commission” in another vogue, and I’d like to commission this panel over and thank them very much for – (inaudible, applause).

(End of panel.)

Introduction of Governor Jesse Ventura

JOHN PODESTA: It seems that seldom a day goes by that I’m not stopped on the street by someone who’s confused me with our next speaker.  (Laughter.)  I know… I can’t understand it, either. After all, it’s obvious that I wear glasses and he doesn’t.  (Laughter.)

Governor Ventura is, I think, well known to all of you, but perhaps you don’t know that our next speaker was born the son of Sergeant George Janos and First Lieutenant Bernice Janos.  So it’s no surprise that he joined the service fresh out of high school and was trained to become a Navy SEAL.  He served in the Navy for six years – four on active duty, two in the Reserves, and he spent 17 months in Vietnam. 

After successful careers in television, radio, and film, he returned to public service as the mayor of Brooklyn Park Minnesota in 1991.  Seven years later I think he shocked the political establishment not only in Minnesota but in the entire country when running as an independent he defeated both the Democratic and Republican candidates to become the governor of Minnesota.  Of course as governor, Jesse Ventura was responsible for Minnesota National Guard.  Today he serves on the advisory board of Operation Truth, which was founded earlier this year by Iraq veteran and Army National Guard 1st Lieutenant Paul Rieckhoff.  Operation Truth provides a forum for soldiers who served in Iraq and Afghanistan to discuss the combat experiences and effect of the war on them and their family.  

I know those of you are who are Hoyas like me will forgive the governor for affiliating himself with Harvard University.  He spent last semester at the Kennedy School.  Jesse Ventura truly personifies a uniquely American commitment to public service.  It’s my pleasure to introduce him here today.

Governor, the floor is yours.

Remarks by Former Governor Jesse Ventura (I-MN)

GOV. JESSE VENTURA:  Oh, well, I guess like I can still say good morning.  It’s still morning.  And yes, I did just come in from Harvard.  As I said, Georgetown never offered, you know?  Neither did the University of Minnesota for that matter.  But thank you.  It’s a pleasure to be here today to get an opportunity to discuss, I think, something that is very much on the forefront for many, many Americans today, if not all of us in some way, shape, or form.  We probably all know someone who is in the service.  We probably all know someone who is in the National Guard.  We probably know someone in the Reserves.  So it does affect us what happens today.  

Now, first of all let me explain something to you.  I generally never use notes whenever I speak.  I speak of the top of my head because there is an old saying that I live by: if you tell the truth you don’t have to have a good memory.  Think about it.  So you don’t need notes.  If you are consistent in your beliefs and what you say all the time, then you don’t have to have notes to justify it.  But I do have some today and so I will tell you why: because I don’t want to get things wrong – certain statistics.  I want to be accurate with them.  So I don’t place them here, I’ll put them here.  

Second, I need to explain to you, I guess, my look, because it’s interesting.

. . . 

And I say this because I am doing this to stand for freedom.  That’s what freedom means: the freedom to look how you want and not to be judged on it; the freedom to live your life.  I am a great believer in freedom.  As John said, my background is very simple.  I was born in South Minneapolis.  My mother and father were both World War II veterans.  My father was a sergeant with seven bronze battle stars in Europe, and my mother was a nurse who served in North Africa in World War II.  And that’s a rarity, I believe, to have a mother a World War II veteran.  And it was interesting when my mother passed away.  My father died first and of course he got full burial at Fort Snelling National Cemetery.  You know how they always do that?  And on the flip side of the stone they put wife, right?  Well that’s what they did to my mom and I had to call them up and have them make the adjustment because I wanted them buried together, but my mother deserved full military honors also being a lieutenant in World War II.  And they apologized, they were terrific, and they corrected the situation.  They were so apologetic they said, but listen – and I wasn’t even governor then – they said, but listen, Mr. Ventura – they said, it may take a while to correct this.  And I told them over the phone – I said, don’t worry about it they are not going anywhere.  (Laughter.)  They will be there when you get it done.

My brother is also a Vietnam veteran.  They need to correct something, though, John.  I did not serve 17 months in Vietnam.  I did 17 months in Southeast Asia; some in Vietnam and in other places also.  So in fact my second tour we had with withdrawn the SEALs from Vietnam by that point in time and so I went to a place called the Philippines – Subic Bay – more fun.  

Anyway, my background – as I said I come from an all-military, really, family; not career military, but all four members of my immediate family served.  My brother is likewise a SEAL and a Vietnam veteran.  I followed him and in fact my parents had to sign a release to the United States Navy allowing us to serve together because of the infamous Sullivan brothers that took place in World War II where I think it was four or five brothers who all died on the same ship.  So my parents, before I was allowed to go to BUDS – Basic Underwater Demolition SEAL training – had the sign a release to the Navy giving their approval that my brother and I could actually serve together.  

But the Navy was good enough – we were on the same team, but we were never, ever in the same platoon and were never, ever in the same areas of operation except when we were both back at the headquarters area when that would be.  So they did take care in doing that but they didn’t put us together.  

Then, of course, in becoming governor you become the commander-in-chief of your state National Guard.  And I have to admit to you I, like all regular veterans, kind of laughed at the National Guard – kind of scoffed at it, you know, when I was younger because they got the term weekend warriors – you know, all of that type of thing.  But I truly didn’t understand the Guard until I became their commander-in-chief and I think the Minnesota Guard respected the fact that they had a commander-in-chief who had military experience, who had served four years of active duty; six years altogether.  So I knew from where they were coming from.  

But the National Guard is quite different from the regular military and I have a great deal of questions today.  Now, when I was governor I kept my mouth shut.  There is something called the chain of command and I honor the chain of command.  And as a governor you are part of that chain of command, but now I am a civilian.  Now I can speak out and now I am going to tell you that it is my personal viewpoint that this is the most flagrant misuse of the National Guard – what we are seeing today.  Misuse of what the National Guard is there to do.  

The National Guard is precisely in my opinion what their name says: our National Guard.  They are here to protect our nation with – inside our borders.  I do not believe that it is the role of the National Guard to go over and occupy foreign countries.  That isn’t their job.  Now what type of stress does that put us under?  A great deal, because you will find that most of your National Guardsmen are very civic-minded people.  That’s why they are in the Guard; because they have that civic-mindness.  So you are going to find a great deal of National Guard personnel are your policemen, your firemen, your emergency response people, people of that order.  

So when we call the Guard up to national service and ship them off to another country, that leaves our states woefully short and shorthanded, because in my opinion that’s not the role of the Guard.  I look at the statistics today and I see 40 percent of our occupying forces in Iraq are Reservists or Guardsmen.  Why is that?  Forty percent – four out of every 10 that are over in Iraq are National Guardsmen or Reservists.  Why isn’t our regular military doing this?

Now, you might say, well, they have commitments in other places.  I know we have a lot of troops in Germany.  Why aren’t the German troops – the troops there being sent to Iraq and let the Guardsmen go replace them.  But instead we are putting our National Guard up like a frontline combat unit.  And believe me they are.  As I said, I am on the board of advisors of Operation Truth.  That’s an organization that is neither for nor against the war but it’s – Operation Truth is a group of National Guard people and Reservists who have been on active duty – who have been on the frontlines of Iraq and they want to speak out about it.  They want to tell the American public the truth as they know it rather than spin-doctored through our media, which is what we get today.  If you all believe what you see on TV, good luck, because I don’t believe it.  I don’t believe what’s reported to me on television today.  I have never had a great relationship with the media anyway.  (Laughter.)  Never quite figured that one out, you know.  

But again, what does it do as a governor?  Interesting thing happened in Minnesota week ago and I don’t know if there is anything to in this or not, but it shined to me a little bit.  So many Minnesota Guards people are over there – overseas right now.  As a result of all the weather down in Florida – all the hurricanes, it’s kind of turned our whole country’s weather into chaos a little bit this week or this past week and a half.  Southern Minnesota last week, which is very uncharacteristic of Minnesota – Austin, Minnesota, was hit with 10 to 12 inches of rain in one night.  Massive floodings down there – massive.  I saw it on TV.  Water everywhere, flooding everywhere and I was amazed that the current governor did not call out the National Guard.  Now I am not questioning whether he should have or shouldn’t have, but what I am questioning is couldn’t he do it because he didn’t have the bodies available?  

Let’s look at this for a moment.  Whose security are we defending the most today, Iraq’s or ours?  When we send our National Guardsmen over to protect Iraq, that’s leaving us vulnerable here and in my opinion we should be taking care of our own backyard first before we worry about venturing in the someone else’s yard.  Always clean up your own backyard first.  Big mistake made by all the wrestling promoters throughout the country, when Vince McMahon went national.  (Scattered laughter.)  No, that was a war; just a war of business rather than guns.  And I watched as every wrestling promoter fell victim to the same basic military concept: protect your homeland and your backyard first before you venture into the enemy’s territory.  That’s a standard rule and yet all these wrestling promoters – apparently none of them had ever been in the service or they might’ve known that and there might be more wrestling organizations today, but there is not now.  But that’s here nor there.  But just a good point to make, I guess.  (Laughter.) 

But again, I think that we were being stressed out right now.  I think this is the most flagrant misuse of the National Guard, and I’ll even go a step further and say it to you: I think that if the National Guard today -- if the way they are being used today would have been in effect back in the late 60’s and early 70’s, I believe that our current commander-in-chief wouldn’t have volunteered for that duty.  (Scattered applause.)  Well, I say that because if you look – and I am not talking about the Dan Rather crap, but when you look, he signed a paper saying he did not want to serve overseas.  So our commander-in-chief won’t serve overseas or decides not to, but yet is now sending all our National Guardsmen to do things that he wasn’t willing to do when he was in them.  That troubles me.  That troubles me a great deal.  

And like I said, I believe this is the most flagrant misuse of the Guard.  We are getting reports back that Guardsmen are being asked to do things they are not trained to do, which is very common now.  I think the real difficulty comes in -- when I spoke earlier to you about talking about being in the regular military and you kind of laugh off the National Guard as weekend warriors.  Well, that rings true because the Guardsmen are not getting top quality equipment when they are going over there, and in fact a great majority of them have to bring the stuff that Minnesota provided for them.  And now they are called up by the commander-in-chief.  It shouldn’t be Minnesota providing that; it should be the federal government providing that because they are now on active duty with the federal government.  

So it should not fall back to Minnesota to make sure they have uniforms, to make sure they have body armor, to make sure they have all the things of a frontline combat unit because we in Minnesota do not treat our National Guard as a frontline combat unit.  I can’t remember the last time – I guess the first – first Minnesota, when they more or less won the Civil War for the North, would be the last time that the Minnesota Guard was a frontline combat unit.  But today they are and it’s nothing to laugh about.  It’s as serious as anything you can imagine.  It troubled me a great deal when I was commander-in-chief because I remember deploying as a 22-year-old – not married.  What the heck?  I had nothing better to do.  But today’s Guard personnel, if you look – and I’ll put my glasses on so I don’t – your average regular military soldier today of the regular military – average age, Army enlisted: 22 years old.  Your average National Guard?  Thirty-two.  You are talking 10 years older.

Now, maybe you are getting a more mature soldier, which may be good.  But what else are you also getting?  You are getting a family man or woman.  I can’t tell you – I went to every deployment of my Guard when they were deployed overseas.  There were probably six or seven of them when I was in office and it troubled me to see parents being split up from their children when their children are four, five, eight, 10 years old. 

This should be our regular military fighting this war, not the National Guard.  The National Guard should be here to defend us in homeland security because we all know we are not immune to terrorism, now are we?  Of course not.  And yet we are being depleted by shipping and sending Guardsmen overseas for long, extended deployments.  And then the abuse of those deployments bothers me.  People who are supposed to get out can’t get out now.  They’re not allowed to.  People that are up for retirement are not being allowed to retire.  Why not?  Don’t we have replacements?  Seems we should.  It seems they’ve told us we are in good shape.  Are we being told the truth or are we being mislead?  I don’t know, but it troubles me when someone’s fulfilled the commitment in the military and then to have the military or the commander-in-chief come back and – uh-uh, you’re not getting out when you thought you would.  You are going to Iraq.  

Now, what is this going to lead to do?  Do we need a draft back again?  I actually hope we get it because then you will see an end to this war because when Little Johnny down the street doesn’t want to go and gets drafted and comes home in a body bag like Vietnam, then you will see public sentiment maybe change a little bit.  As you can tell, I am not for the Iraq war.  I never have been.  I had no problem with Afghanistan.  In fact, I was asked the other day by a friend who said, what would you do different if you were the President?  I said I would have done one major thing different.  I would have tracked down Osama bin Laden to the end of the earth and killed him before I had ever have worried about Iraq.  You don’t even hear of Osama much anymore do you?  Getting a little political here, aren’t I?  (Laughter.)  But you don’t even hear of Osama much anymore.  Now it’s Saddam.  You know, we’re all focused on Saddam now.  I haven’t figured that one out quite yet.  

Let’s see: the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, so maybe we should have attacked Korea.  Well, I am trying to figure it out yet – how Iraq became part of 9/11.  They didn’t, but that’s here nor there.  We’re stuck.  We’re there.  And we are here to talk about the Guard, and again it’s very difficult.  

I will go down the list.  The average age.  Training: usual National Guard people have gone through basic training they have gone through boot camp, but they have done it years ago and by indications from my Operation Truth friends – they have told me today that they got only a crash course as an update before deploying to Iraq – a crash course.  Is that what we want to do with our military?  Send them over there on a crash course?  Because remember, Guardsmen aren’t frontline combat people, but they are in Iraq.  Stop loss: stop loss is especially hard on Guard and Reservists as they typically have family lives and jobs that are suspended while they are deployed.  Again, you’re talking about a 32-year-old soldier here who probably earns a very good income because they are part-time soldiers.  Now that income is suspended and they’re on military pay.  

Another horrible thing is Guardsmen don’t have the network that active duty personnel have.  Active duty personnel’s family can go shop on the base.  They get discounts.  They get things cheaper.  Guard personnel don’t live on bases; they live in your town, so therefore their families have no support group – not to the level of the regular military.  If we’re going to use the Guard as regular military, then let’s give them the support that they need and give them the support groups they need.  Again, Guard people generally live off of base.  They don’t have access to counseling.  Generally, they don’t have access to chaplain services, daycare, or medical care because National Guardsmen are not on a regular military base where they can receive all that – their families we’re speaking of here.  Certainly, when they are on active duty they will get it, but their families do not get that because they are National Guardsmen.  

And I am still trying to figure out why 40 percent of our force in Iraq are Reservists and Guardsmen.  No one’s ever explained to me why that percentage exists out there.  Forty percent?  It certainly wasn’t that way in Vietnam.  After all, the Texas Air National Guard was protecting Dallas from the North Vietnamese air force at that time.  Come on, you can laugh.  (Laughter.)  Or didn’t you know North Vietnam didn’t have an air force?  Maybe you didn’t.  I don’t know.  

But again, this is the misuse of the National Guard in my opinion as a former commander-in-chief of it.  Now, as the commander-in-chief you can’t speak out because there is a – you know, you can’t do it.  But now I am a civilian.  Now I can speak out.  Now I am speaking out and saying let the gnats (ph) quit jeopardizing our homeland security by sending all our Guardsmen overseas.  The National Guard was meant to be inside our country in my opinion; to protect us within the boundaries of our nation, to be there when governors have emergencies and need to call up, to be there if we’re attacked again on our homeland by terrorists. 

Governor Jesse Ventura Questions & Answers

So on that note I guess I will open up for a Q&A.  (Applause.)

. . .

MR. PODESTA:  If people would just come to the microphones and identify yourself please.

GOV. VENTURA:  No questions?  I can leave.

Q:  Your look is great.

GOV. VENTURA:  Thank you.

Q:  I came back from Iraq having served eight years on active duty.  I told that story before, but I – not from Iraq; from Kuwait and Kosovo as a subcontractor for Halliburton.  And I did come back to report my concerns about waste, fraud, and abuse to Congress, but my question to you, sir, is that during this war in addition to sending over 40 percent National Guard and Reservists we also subcontracted out the entire logistics mission to Halliburton and other countries – and other companies.  And then – gentlemen earlier were talking about stabilization and reconstruction; all of that was contracted out to civilians.  

What do you think about that?  Given your military background, do you think that it’s appropriate to completely subcontract out a military mission – transportation, organic logistics for military operations units?

GOV. VENTURA:  Well, first of all I will be honest with you; you know I come from the SEALs.  We’re not in rebuilding countries.  (Laughter.)  You know?  I guess the best way I can describe it is we are highly qualified in demolition, you know, but the point I am saying is I can make the bomb; I can’t take it apart.  That’s EOD, that’s Explosive Ordinance Division – a whole separate entity and the point I am getting to is that having been a former member of Underwater Demolition SEAL team – we’re very aggressive.  We don’t know a thing about rebuilding countries.  We only know about blowing them up.  

And I think it’s that way for a great deal of the military.  I am not too sure how much the military really knows and has expertise in reconstruction of a country.  So I think that you probably have to subcontract it out to civilians.  I am only speculating here, but I am not sure – and you could probably tell me more.  Is our military capable of reconstruction?  Are they trained in that?  As a SEAL, I certainly wasn’t.  I was trained to blow it up.  And we had a standard – if it was demolition, you figured it out on the slide rule, right, how much it would take.  And then we had a standard rule: when in doubt, overload.  That means when you figured it out by the slide rule – then when you are all done with that throw on an extra haversack of C4 to make sure the job gets done, and that’s the way we operated.  

So I really can’t – I don’t think properly answer your question because I am truly ignorant to the role today of the regular military in a reconstructive – reconstruction of a country.  Are they qualified to do that?  I don’t know.  When I was in, we in SEAL teams certainly we were not.  I wouldn’t know the first thing about going in and rebuilding up a country after you’ve blown it up.  So is that the role for a military?  I don’t know.  I think that if it is indeed the role for our military, then we need to start looking – is our military properly trained to do this and to carry out this mission?  Because it seems to me they are not.  I don’t think the role of the military is to rebuild a country.  The military is there to protect and to fight; not necessarily do construction work unless you are Seabee or something, you know, and that’s your expertise within the military.  But as a Navy SEAL, I wouldn’t know the first thing about rebuilding a country.  So that’s the best I can do on that I think.  Thank you.

Yeah?

Q:  [Y]ou know, I really respect that – I really respect your person and your choice of being independent, and also giving some – I am getting nervous right now as I speak, but just giving some –

. . .

I guess I just – looking at what you said about the current administration in the Iraq war, I wondered if there are other – if you are involved with other executives or former executives of state or the senators that might have actually –

GOV. VENTURA:  No, I’m not.  The thing I’m involved in right now is being on the board of advisors to Operation Truth, which they approached me.  I met with Paul, the leader of it, and we had lunch together, and by the time lunch was finished I was totally convinced that this was a good place for me to show involvement and to help bring attention to this group.  And again, go to their website.  If you truly want to learn about the Iraq war from the soldiers on the ground who have fought it, go to optruth.org.

Q:  I guess what I was saying, though, is if there are any other people – so you’re saying that there are no other – you are not involved in any other governor – former governors or former senators or former congressmen?

GOV. VENTURA:  Well, first of all, whom would I be involved with?  They are all Democrats and Republicans.  

. . .

Q:  Bringing it back to the National Guard, you mentioned earlier that if the role of National Guard is changing then we should train them to adapt to that change.  

GOV. VENTURA:  Exactly.

Q:  Now, is it ever appropriate for the role of National Guard to be abroad?  As you said, it should be defending our country.

GOV. VENTURA:  Well, it’s all appropriate because it all falls under -- you got to remember, anything in the military there is little small print that says “for the good of the country,” “the good of the navy,” “the good of the army.”  They can promise you anything and they can not give it to you because there is small print in every one of them contracts that allows them to do so.  

So is it -- is there a law being broken because the National Guard is over there?  No, because they all fall under the commander-in-chief when he calls them up.  The president takes priority over me as a governor.  I am the commander-in-chief when they are in Minnesota but when the president wants them he can take them whenever he wants them.  That’s the rules; that’s the way it is.

Q:  But aside from the rules, what do you think?

GOV. VENTURA:  I think that they are highly not trained for the jobs they are doing.  I can't recall, as I said, the last time we’ve have had a major battle in Minnesota, you know, where people were blowing up trucks and shooting rockets and things of that nature.  It hasn’t happened in my lifetime there.  So what I am getting out is that if you are going to send the Guard as a frontline combat unit, in essence -- because they all are over there -- whether you are driving a truck behind the lines or whatever you are doing, you are susceptible to be shot at and killed.  If you are going to use the Guard in that manner, then you better retrain them so that they are capable and prepared for what they got coming because the majority of the Guard members are not prepared for frontline combat duty.  They have never done it unless they are a vet from a previous war and regular duty.

Q:  Sorry to ask one more.  If they are trained, should they ever go out of the country?

GOV. VENTURA:  I don't believe they should.  Where is our regular military?  That’s the job of the regular military to serve overseas.  I understood that when I went in the Navy and the National Guard is just what the name says: National Guard.  They are here to guard the United States of America within our borders.  That’s my opinion of it.  

MR. PODESTA:  Yes, sir.

Q:  Yes, you mentioned that you were opposed to the war in Iraq but supported Afghanistan.  So my question is, under what circumstances, if any, are you in favor of the concept of preemptive unilateralism?

. . .

GOV. VENTURA:  Oh, preemptive, very good.  I will tell you how I feel as an individual and as a person.  My stomach is churning right now, and I will tell you why -- I am glad.  That was a great question.  Thank you.  I remember as a kid growing up -- I am Slovak, Bohemian – can’t tell, can you?  You know, we were the hippies before they were hippies.  Bohemians are the beatniks.  The Slovaks, we were pirates before Johnny Depp.  (Laughter.)  And about the point I am getting to is -- boy, how do I word this?  Give it to me once more so I can -- I don’t want to get in trouble here.

Q:  Under what circumstances, if any –

GOV. VENTURA:  In my opinion, under very few circumstances, and I am getting back to what I said.  When I was growing up and the Russians invaded Slovakia, my home country -- I remember when the Russians would show up at the Olympics and get booed; now I saw this year’s Olympics we got booed by the rest of the world.  They are booing us now.  They are booing us the same way as the Russians were booed back in the ‘50s when they were running over countries and taking -- I have a big problem with our country invading a sovereign nation and overturning a government.  I have a problem with that.  I always thought the United States was above that.  I always thought we could hold ourself to a higher standard, that we would not go out and invade another nation and overturn their government.  But we did here.  And I have a philosophical problem with that.  I am all for if someone attacks us we come at them with full force, but Iraq never attacked us.

Q:  Thank you.

GOV. VENTURA:  You are welcome.  And I have a problem with our U.S. military to be used in that capacity, to invade sovereign nations and overturn governments.  I don’t’ like it; I don’t like it at all.

. . .

GOV. VENTURA:  Well, again, like I said, if you are going to send the National Guard to be a foreign frontline combat unit, then train them accordingly -- and also put it on the brochures: if you are going to join the National Guard, you are going overseas.  Get ready because you are going to fight in wars.  I don’t think there’s a hardly a Guardsman out there that joined the National Guard believing that they would ever end up as a frontline-almost combat unit in Iraq.  So let’s be honest with them and tell them, today if you join the National Guard, you expect to deploy, and you expect a long deployment, maybe even an extended deployment.

. . .

Q:  Governor, given your family tradition of military service and your strong feelings about the current misuse of particularly the Guards, what advice would you give to your own son if he came to you and said, Dad, I am thinking about joining up?

GOV. VENTURA:  First of all, I don’t have to worry about it.  My son likes Michael Moore.  (Laughter.)  He is 25.  So he is not going to volunteer, he is not going to join.  Not only that but he is too tall.  He’s 6’7” and they won’t take him.

Q:  What advice would you give to another young person?  And I am thinking of it from the perspective of --

GOV. VENTURA:  Yeah, I understand.  I am not trying to make fun of it.  My advice to any young person would be that serving your country is a very honorable thing to do.  It’s something that I don’t regret having ever done.  I am very proud of my service and I am proud of my family’s.  One of the reasons I had to go in was how would I sit at the dinner table when I sit there with three veterans and me?  I thought, I can’t put up with this; I better go do something about it.

But I would tell people, though, to go in -- to study before they go in, to understand the role of our military today, the role of our National Guard today, and to ask pertinent questions before you sign on the dotted line so that you are very comfortable in what you are doing and so that you don’t come back later and be under the feeling that somehow, gee, they never told me I would have to do this, you know.  So you have to really go in there with a very open mind and really ask the pertinent questions of, okay, if I join, what is going to be required in me?

Q:  Would you encourage or discourage it?

GOV. VENTURA: Today? That’s a question I can’t answer because every individual is different, and I would have to know the individual whether I would discourage it or encourage it.  You know, there are young -- my nephew is a great example.  Here was a kid that was heading to the road to ruin, and we have all got relatives and friends who when they went in the military -- this kid’s back now.  He’s phenomenal because the military straightened this young man out; he needed it.  So, again, it’s an individual thing.  I don’t think I can make a blanket statement to anyone whether they should or shouldn’t.  That’s up to you as an individual and how you feel towards our country and whether you want to serve it in that manner.

Q:  Thank you 

GOV. VENTURA:  You’re welcome.

Yes, ma’am?  Oh, there’s two more; I will take the other one too.  

Q:  Yeah, I’m wondering what your opinion is of the Abrams Doctrine or the concept that by sending the Guard and Reserve to wars overseas, it’s one method of holding the federal government accountable for going to war in the first place.

GOV. VENTURA:  Is it what, now?

Q:  The Abrams Doctrine, which came into being following Vietnam, where we did not use the reserve components very much at all.  The concept is by sending folks that are in our communities and employed by our employers, that by sending them overseas it’s one method for holding the government accountable for going overseas.  In other words, it’s the method for the neighbors to say, hey, I don’t want my neighbor or my employee to go to this war.  It’s called the Abrams Doctrine and it’s really up for debate these days and I just wondered what your opinion was.  

GOV. VENTURA:  Really?  Well, I don’t claim to know everything so that’s a new one on me.  That’s why I asked you about it, because I didn’t know of that document, you know.  And the document says they are not supposed to send you overseas?

Q:  It’s not a document; it’s a doctrine.

GOV. VENTURA:  A doctrine.

Q:  A doctrine.  The thinking – well, for whatever a doctrine is worth – the thinking being if you send folks that are in the Guard and the Reserve, people who are contributing in our communities and are not isolated on a military base, for example, as you spoke earlier --

GOV. VENTURA:  Yeah.

Q:  If you send them overseas, that’s one way to help hold the federal government accountable for sending troops overseas in the first place.  In other words, we are not relying solely on a standing army; we are relying on the tradition of using our citizen soldiers to fight our wars.

GOV. VENTURA:  Yeah, but again, I would question the fact that -- why can’t we send the Guard to Germany and send the German troops, the regulars, to Iraq?  If we need to replace troops, right, to commit to the war, then why not send the Guard over to replace the troops that are not in line of combat and let those regulars go to war instead of the Guard going?  Instead we’ve got all these troops in Germany and all this other places throughout the world that are doing whatever they are doing and we are sending the Guard.  Why not send them?  They signed up for it.  I don’t believe when you sign up for the National Guard you sign up with the intent that you are going to go and occupy a foreign country.

Q:  Do you have an opinion on the Reserve for Title 10?  They’re not signed up to defend a state but signed up to defend the federal government – Title 10 as far as in the Reserves.

GOV. VENTURA:  Well, it’s all legal.  I am not denying that.  It’s the call that the commander-in-chief makes.  I wouldn’t make it if I were there; I would send the regulars.  The Guard would stay home and protect us here.  That would be the difference if I were in there.  But then again, let’s remember something: generally wars are not run by the generals.  They are run by the politicians. . . .

Thank you very much.  

(Applause.)
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P.J. CROWLEY:  As many of you heard, the former governor of Minnesota where he said from his standpoint the purpose of the National Guard is to take care of our own backyard first.  Well, that is in a way the subject of this panel, which is, you know, given what transpired on September 11th – and actually a lot of planning and thought that had been done before that – you know, what do we do to protect our own backyard?

We’ve entitled this block “The Three Front War,” where the reserve component is being asked to battle insurgents in Iraq, protect critical infrastructure here at home, and be available for normal civil support missions such as helping the country deal with natural disasters – you know, Florida – back to back to back hurricanes.  

Homeland defense, in many respects, is not a new mission.  It has been one of the essential functions of government from day one.  It’s a bit sobering perhaps – there is a little bit of age here at this panel – to think that students here at Georgetown are now studying that historical period called the Cold War, when we spent decades manning DEW lines watching for incoming missiles and shadowing Bear bombers as they flew down the coast towards Cuba.  Those of us who served at the Pentagon during the Cold War always understood that however remote the possibility, it could be attacked.  We just expected if it ever happened it would be an ICBM not a commercial jetliner.

Reading Jim Mann’s excellent book about the Vulcans it’s hardly surprising that the default response by the vice president and secretary of defense was to follow Cold War continuity of government procedures that they were intimately familiar with.

There’s always talk about planning for the last war but during the 1990s the government and the military was in fact planning for the next war.  There was a clear recognition that, given the overwhelming military strength of the United States, the country was likely to see the emergence of new threats, including cyberterrorism, chemical, biological, nuclear, radiological and conventional explosives in the hands of a non-state actor.  Exercises such as Eligible Receiver demonstrated how reliant society and the military had become on critical infrastructure and computer networks, most of the resident in the private sector.

There were new links across the government, as, for example, the Departments of Justice and Defense held the so-called Cincinnati Exercise to evaluate the operational requirements and legal implications of the military support for civil authorities in the aftermath of a nuclear incident.  Far-reaching legislation by Senator Sam Nunn, Richard Lugar, and Pete Domenici had put in place a training program to help the government organize teams to train first responders to recognize indicators of a weapon of mass destruction incident.  Much of that capability is resident today in the National Guard.

Obviously in the aftermath of September 11, homeland defense has a new sense of urgency and a new integrated operational framework under Northern Command.  More broadly, we also have the Department of Homeland Security, which has integrated 22 agencies and 170,000 people into a single department.  DHS has identified six primary missions: intelligence and warning, border and transportation security, domestic counterterrorism, protecting critical infrastructure and key assets, defending against catastrophic threats, and emergency preparedness and response.  The military, particularly the reserve component, could play a support role, perhaps, in virtually all of those mission areas.

DOD is in the process of defining its roles and missions for homeland defense.  I hope the secretary will give us an update on that here today.  But certainly as the Department of Homeland Security matures and its requirements become clearer, there will be further opportunities for cooperation between DHS and DOD, which is more than likely going to involve the National Guard and the Reserve.

To those of us who are concerned about the ability of the Department of Homeland Security to fulfill its mandate at current resource levels, there will also be a natural bureaucratic tendency – perhaps call it homeland security mission creep – for missions to gravitate ultimately where the money is.  Already, outside of DHS, DOD spends almost as much on homeland security as the rest of the federal government combined.

The management group that put together the president’s proposal on creating DHS took a hard look at the National Guard and whether it belonged in the new department along with the Coast Guard.  The final judgment was that it could not be supported from a resource standpoint or sustained from a recruiting standpoint outside DOD.  But there will be a strong bureaucratic force at work to provide major support as the Guard goes through – as the Guard has done through Noble Eagle.  But there are logical areas – maritime surveillance, air and missile defense, low altitude air threats, intelligence, information sharing, and command and control – where DOD’s role in connection with protection of the country and economy could grow.  And we have two people with us today who could help us understand how the functions of homeland security and the mission of homeland defense will evolve in the next few years and what role the Reserve and National Guard will likely be.

First, the Honorable Paul McHale is the first person to serve as Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense.  He is a former congressman from the 15th Congressional District, a member of the Marine Corps Reserve and co-founder of the Guard and Reserve Caucus within the House of Representatives.  He is also a graduate of Georgetown Law Center.

And Michael O’Hanlon is the senior fellow specializing in defense, homeland security, budget, and foreign policy issues at the Brookings Institution.  Michael has a Ph.D. in public and international affairs from Princeton.  He is a prolific author and does as many media interviews as Paris Hilton.  (Laughter.)  He has extensively analyzed the structure and roles of homeland security and homeland defense since 9/11.

We’re happy to welcome you both and we’ll start with Secretary McHale.

PAUL MCHALE:  Who’s Paris Hilton?  (Laughter.)  I thank you, P.J., for that introduction.  Michael, it is wonderful to see you again.  Michael and I were friends and colleagues back about a half-dozen years ago and I’m delighted to be back in your company.

When I was a student at Georgetown on a beautiful day like this I would never have been indoors.  I thank you for your attendance even though I question your judgment.  I understand that, thanks to Governor Ventura, you are all now experts in the deficiencies of the two-party system.  Is that correct?  (Laughter.)  And when P.J. told me that, I raised the question of the relevance of that to the transformation of the Guard, and we didn’t quite get there, but hopefully we’ll make that segue during this portion of the symposium.

In the brief opening comments that I’m going to make there are just a number of fairly central points that I would emphasize.  Number one, I believe that in the last 20 years the nature of war has fundamentally changed and that that change is best understood by comparison to the status quo ante, and that is during the 20th century the national security of the United States, we thought, could only be fundamentally threatened by the combined resources and capabilities of a hostile nation-state.  And so during the more than three decades that I’ve been privileged to wear a uniform we trained much more often than not to confront the possibility of war with another country, or a coalition of countries – the Soviet Union or the Warsaw Pact.  

I believe human nature is fairly constant and has changed relatively little, for better or worse, over many thousands of years.  And so while the character of an adversary may be a constant, the capabilities possessed potentially by an adversary have changed quite a bit.  In the 20th century we had to worry about a hostile nation state.  In the 21st century, the more immediate – not the exclusive, but the more immediate threat is one posed by transnational terrorists, most especially transnational terrorists potentially possessing weapons of mass destruction.  The kind of destructive power that in the past could only be acquired by a country can now be acquired by a small group of people or even individuals if they have access to the ever-proliferating destructive capabilities associated with weapons of mass destruction.

So because the threat has changed in the 21st century – rather dramatically – our defenses must be modified accordingly.  We must be prepared to defeat hostile nation states, potentially peer-regional competitors who may be emerging over the next decade or two, but beyond that, and with a more immediate sense of importance, we must reconfigure our defenses so that we are just as capable in defeating transnational terrorists such as al Qaeda and the weapons of mass destruction that they seek to acquire, and I believe, if acquired, would seek to employ.

The 9/11 Commission described our activities on September the 11th, 2001, as, and I quote, “improvising homeland defense.”  Improvisation is not longer acceptable.  We can anticipate with some reasonable degree of detail the kinds of capabilities and threats that our nation is likely to confront over the next several decades, and we have to modify our defenses so that the capabilities that we possess are sufficient to detect and defeat those that might be possessed by our adversaries. 

By comparison to September the 11th, quite a bit has changed in terms of our defense establishment.  As P.J. indicated a moment ago, the United States Northern Command was created.  The Unified Command Plan, the UCP, was altered to create an AOR, an area of responsibility, now assigned to a four-star combatant commander, geographic combatant commander, who has the moral and legal responsibility to physically defend the United States of America.

NORTHCOM’s mission statement is essentially divided into two parts.  The first part of that mission statement relates to the warfighting capabilities that are inherent in any geographic combatant commander’s mission to defend the United States’ interests within his AOR.

The second half of the NORTHCOM mission statement, literally after the semi-colon, deals with the evolving and somewhat unusual mission assignment to provide support to civil authorities in a domestic setting if there is a challenge to our national security within the borders of our own country during which it is determined that civilian capabilities are insufficient or overwhelmed.  In short, we are then prepared to provide support upon a declaration by the president – typically under the Stafford Act, that there has been a major disaster – and direction of the secretary of defense.  We are prepared to provide military capabilities in a supporting role to assist a lead federal agency – under current authorities, that would typically be the Department of Homeland Security and most especially FEMA, the Federal Emergency Management Agency under DHS – to achieve that civilian-led mission requirement.

Now, let me just review for you, if I may, some of the capabilities that have been created or modified since September the 11th, the net result of which is, I think, a dramatic change and substantial improvement in our nation’s defensive capabilities.

On September 11th, 2001, we did not routinely fly air combat patrols within the domestic airspace of the United States.  As we gather here today there are F-16s and probably F-15s in our own airspace prepared to defend against the kind of threat that manifested itself just a little over three years ago.  As you can imagine, training to that mission requirement, anticipating the possibility that a commercial airliner, or some other kind of domestic aircraft, might be converted into a weapons platform requires sobering consideration of the kinds of very difficult choices that would have to be made.  

Nonetheless, we are prepared to make those choices to save an even greater number of lives or protect vital elements of infrastructure.  The choice has to be made to engage a commercial airliner because, as a result of a terrorist takeover, it has become a weapons platform.  Those F-16s are up today.  They are prepared for that mission.  They were not patrolling our airspace, and indeed we hadn’t even envisioned that kind of mission requirement on September 11th, 2001.

Specifically with reference to the National Guard, most of those combat air patrols within our domestic airspace, the overwhelming majority in fact, are now flown by pilots of the Air National Guard.  We could not execute that domestic mission under NORAD but for the complete and seamless integration of reserve component capabilities and we do anticipate that that requirement for domestic combat air patrols will continue into the foreseeable future.

In the land domain, we now have to anticipate the possibility that transnational terrorists might attack critical infrastructure within our own country, and therefore, fully recognizing that within our country domestic counterterrorism is ordinarily a primary mission requirement of civilian law enforcement.  We do anticipate that – and it certainly is foreseeable – that a terrorist group such as al Qaeda might possess offensive capabilities that would exceed the defensive capabilities normally associated with police departments.  Al Qaeda may be too powerful for police officers to effectively defeat the attack.  

Because of that reality, we do anticipate that quick reaction forces initially drawn from the National Guard might well be required for rapid deployment in order to protect our nation’s critical assets from the possibility of a terrorist ground attack.  And Steve Blum, who is going to be meeting with you shortly – the chief of our bureau, Lieutenant General Blum has in fact established National Guard quick reaction forces in all of the states.  Those soldiers are prepared to respond very quickly – almost immediately – to provide a ground defense that would augment and reinforce civilian law enforcement capabilities.  Let’s say if we had a credible threat to a nuclear power plant or some other piece of critical infrastructure.  

And finally, we do have Title 10 capabilities on alert each day.  Active duty soldiers, sometimes soldiers and Marines, prepare to deploy in order to provide a ground defense not as a form of law enforcement, but in a warfighting capacity to defeat terrorists if required on our own soil.

We have 32 civil support teams within the National Guard.  Those civil support teams provide a WMD assessment capability that would likely be the first significant assessment capability available to determine the nature of an attack if we were to experience a domestic WMD attack.  The first men and women in uniform – military uniform who would show up at the site of the attack following the use of WMD by terrorists would likely be National Guardsmen from those CSTs.  

In addition, Steve Blum will tell you when he gets here that while our nation has one chemical/biological instant response force within the active duty Marine Corps, that capability is insufficient to serve the broader needs of the nation.  CBIRF is a terrific capability, but there is only one CBIRF at the present time, and so General Blum has proposed that we build on the capabilities of 12 National Guard CSTs in order that those expanded CSTs, to be called CIRFPs, would have the same types of capabilities now only found within the Marine Corps’ CBIRF.  Forgive all those acronyms.  

The bottom line is we will be moving toward, in effect, 13 rapid response capabilities geographically dispersed throughout the nation in the various FEMA regions so that relying primarily on reserve component capabilities we will have a rapid and effective response to domestic WMD attacks.

With regard to the use of the National Guard, there is now statutory language being considered by the Congress; an amendment to Title 32 that would allow the National Guard to be integrated into national security missions consistent with – independent of, but consistent with NORTHCOM’s advanced contingency planning so that the Guard could be employed to provide a ground defense within the United States; perhaps in the form of a quick reaction force, but at the expense of the Department of Defense.  We would in fact be able to deploy National Guard forces under command and control of the governor at DOD expense in order to serve the broader national security interest.  

And in fact we did just that by carefully following existing law at the G-8 summit at Sea Island, Georgia, and at the Democratic and Republican conventions where National Guardsmen, at the expense of the Department of Defense, contributed their capabilities under command and control of the governor in order to be integrated into a comprehensive national security plan.  That is transformational in terms of the domestic employment of the National Guard.

And finally with regard to command and control, we recognize that it is entirely appropriate that National Guard forces in state status or Title 32 status will be under command and control of the governor, but those forces are likely to be operating in a shared area of responsibility in which we have deployed Title 10 active duty or reserve component capabilities.  

In order to bring together into a unity of effort, if not a unity of command, those very different forces of the National Guard and Title 10, we have pursuant to existing statutory authority relied upon a provision of law that allows a senior National Guard commander to be dual-hatted so that in his Title 32 National Guard capacity responding to the governor of a state he or she will command National Guard forces while that same National Guard officer in simultaneous Title 10 status will be under command and control of NORTHCOM, ultimately responsible to the president of the United States.  That, too, is a transformational change in terms of unity of effort combining the capabilities of both the National Guard and our active duty military forces.

I’ve gone about 12 minutes – 13 minutes – a little longer than I had expected, so let me bring my remarks to a conclusion simply by saying there has never been a chapter in the history of the National Guard where the National Guard played a more important role in the guarantee of our nation’s physical security.  In the 21st century, to respond to that very different threat – the transnational threat – clearly the Guard will remain an important part of our strategic reserve, potentially employed as the Guard is today in overseas warfighting.  

But if we are to be prepared to defeat transnational terrorists within our own airspace, within the maritime approaches, on our own landmass, the only way we’re going to be able to do that fully consistent with the constitution and with the other statutory constraints upon the use of military authority within the United States is by having a focused and increased reliance on our reserve component capabilities.  The next decade or two will be a tremendous opportunity for members of the Guard and Reserve to contribute to the enhanced national security of the United States.  

MR. CROWLEY:  Mr. Secretary, thank you.  

Mike, you want to make some opening remarks and then we’ll open it up for questions?

MICHAEL O’HANLON:  Thanks, P.J.  Thanks to all of you.  It’s an honor to follow Secretary McHale here.  And that was an outstanding overview, I think, of what the Guard and Reserve are up to today, and very informative and actually possible to follow, which is not all that easy when you’re talking about all these multiple lines of authority, so thank you.  And I’m sure I speak on behalf of all of us for the very good primer.

What I want to do is just take one step back and also say – remind you all of the role you know the Guard and Reserve are playing overseas that Secretary McHale just mentioned as well, and ask just one question: how do we make sure the Guard and Reserve can keep doing that without hurting the other aspects of homeland security?  Not the roles of the Guard and Reserve here at home, but the roles of the firemen, police officers, and other individuals how are often the very people how are called up in the Guard and Reserve to go overseas.  

And this, I’m sure Secretary McHale would agree, is another big part of the challenge.  It’s not so much homeland defense in the sense of what the DOD is going to do here at home, but it’s the way in which the DOD’s other responsibilities overseas can actually risk depriving other homeland security agencies of the manpower they need to do their job right.  And this is a very complicated situation because we obviously are going to continue to depend on brave and experienced and capable firemen, police officers, other local officials to be our reservists – even a congressman once in a while.  And so since we have that and we depend on that and we want that in our reserve component, the question is how do we ensure that we don’t hurt those police and fire and first responder communities when we call up forces overseas.

Let me say a couple of words by way of general background.  I think it’s of paramount importance that we continue to use the Guard and Reserve in overseas military operations.  We’re probably overusing them right now, but we do need to use them.  It’s simply too expensive and I think undesirable for our country to rely exclusively on an active duty force to have all the capabilities we may need in a place like Iraq or Afghanistan or Bosnia, so I think we have to assume we’re going to keep doing this and we have to assume that the kind of people who join the Guard and Reserve will also often be the people whose jobs back home are important for homeland security.  

So this is an inherent challenge.  We can’t just fix it by increasing the size of the active duty military by 40,000 people and never letting the reservists go overseas again.  That’s not a solution, even though it’s sometimes actually proposed.  It’s too expensive, it’s not really desirable even for the good of our military or society’s role in feeling a part of big overseas missions.    So that I would take as postulate number one.

Postulate number two is that as important as all these teams and special capabilities are that Secretary McHale has been discussing, our homeland security capabilities within other agencies are at least as important as DOD’s role in homeland defense.  In fact, I think that DOD’s role, while critical, is perhaps – and this is meant to be somewhat simplistic, maybe oversimplistic – but actually I would put it as sort of tier one and a half or tier two in importance in terms of our overall national capability.  

Now, if there’s a biological or a chemical attack, the kinds of response teams we were just hearing about are going to be as important as anybody.  I don’t want to in any way underplay that.  But day by day the kind of police counterterror units or FBI counterterror units that are trying to track and uncover and stop al Qaeda cells in cities around the country – the kind of officers in our Homeland Security Department at the borders who are trying to keep bad people and bad things out – these really are the front lines of homeland security and I think we have to assume that they will continue to be the bulk of what we need in the way of most of the people who will be involved in the overall homeland security mission.  

In other words, we’re going to need to protect these other agencies and their capabilities even as we deploy reservists overseas, recognizing that many of the people in these other agencies will be reservists.  So most of our homeland security is still going to be provided by DHS personnel, by local fire and police, other people who may be part of the reserve component.  

In fact, if you look at plausible scenarios for the National Guard and Reserve, and we can have a discussion about this – I hope we will if you like – most of the scenarios that I can think of will involve even in a fairly worst case, a few thousand or maybe a couple tens of thousands at most of reservists.  If we’re – even if we have to create martial law in a given moderately large city, you’re probably talking about several tens of thousands of reservists, but the reserve component of the U.S. military is roughly one million, and 150,000 of them or so have been called up at any given moment in the last three years.  So the bulk of the reserve component’s work will continue to be in fairly traditional missions overseas and that’s going to be true as long as we’re involved in Iraq and probably thereafter. 

So, again, I think we have to recognize that we have a reserve component that’s going to continue to play these big roles in traditional missions that is important in certain generally smaller missions here at home for homeland defense and that sometimes risks robbing Peter to pay Paul when you call up the reservists to send them overseas and thereby deprive the local first responder communities or other counterterror agencies of their capability.  Okay, that’s all the background.  

I don’t want to spend too long on my solutions because all I have is some rough thoughts anyway, but let me start to suggest what they might be.  First of all, individual units of the Reserve and the National Guard will inherently continue to be drawn from individual local communities or small groups of communities because that’s the way the Guard and the Reserve train and pretty much the way they have to train.  There is no way getting around the fact that if you have a certain unit in the National Guard and Reserve it’s often going to be primarily made up of people form the national capital area or from the Florida panhandle or from Los Angeles and environs.  This is the way the Guard and Reserve are going to continue to be structured, equipped, manned, and trained because you need these people in some proximity to each other to bring them together a weekend a month and two weeks in the summer and so forth to do the kind of training that we need to do.  

That means you build in a problem because the problem is when you pull out that unit and you send it as a unit to Iraq, you deprive the Florida panhandle region or the LA region, or the national capital region, of capabilities that you might actually really need in a crisis.  

How do you get around this fact?  Well, to some extent you can have Ready Reserve units that can move from one part of a state to another or one part of a region to another and compensate for the unit that’s been taken out and can no longer quickly respond to a local emergency.  But you don’t want to push that logic too far because what if there is a very urgent need for response?  The National Guard typically – the Reserve typically are going to take hours or even a day to get to where you might be needing them.  You’re going to need the first responder communities to be the ones on the scene and therefore you don’t want to build in a dependency on calling in a unit from northern Minnesota to go and restore order or otherwise respond quickly to the medical needs of a community in southern Minnesota or Iowa or where have you that has been afflicted by a terrorist attack.  You need the capability to be to some extent in the first responder communities in the nearby locale.  

So what I would suggest, and I think Secretary McHale can say more about his and what’s going on already than I’m able to offer, but just to frame the problem, we need to have a way to make sure that any region of the country keeps most of its first responder capacity at any given moment even as we send some of it away to a given mission.  What that may mean is you limit the number of people from a given first responder force that you are able to put into any one unit of the Guard and Reserve.  In some cases, this can worsen your recruiting problem if you’re actually turning away people that you otherwise would be happy to accept, but you may have no choice because you cannot afford to build in a big vulnerability into that unit.  

You may have to break some of the units down into somewhat smaller pieces so that you can call up some of them from Miami or some of them from Fort Lauderdale or the panhandle or LA, but leave the majority back where they were.  In other words, let’s say that there are 100 police officers from a given city in the military reserve broadly defined.  What you really don’t want to do is take all 100 of those people and send them to Iraq at the same time.  You want to divide up their role in different units so that you never have to take more than X percent – 10, 20, 30 percent, making sure the other 70 or 80 percent are still there to handle a crisis.  

This may require some restructuring of the Guard and Reserve in some cases into somewhat smaller units.  Or you may have to ask certain people to go off and train with a different unit in a different city, even though it’s less convenient to them.  You may have to furnish the bill for their plane trip across the state.  They may have to actually violate the postulate I laid out earlier and sometimes train with units that are not right in their city because you don’t want to, again, have a single unit deprive a locality of the majority of its first responders, or even 30, 40, 50 percent.


So you may need to break units into smaller pieces.  You may need to impose certain caps on the number of people from the first responder community who can join the Reserve, and you may even need to do a little bit of bussing or whatever the diversion might be called for military people to make sure that the first responders from a given city are distributed among different units in their state and region so that no one unit, when activated, deprives a city of the bulk of what it needs to respond to a possible terrorist incident.


I will confess I don’t know how to do this.  I don’t have the detailed knowledge of the Reserve force structure to do it right.  I’m just convinced these are the sorts of principles we need to follow in beginning to restructure some of the reserve component so that we don’t, when deploying much of it overseas, as we’ve been doing for the last three years, deprive the local communities of the needed fire, police, health officials who I think are perhaps even more important to our homeland security than many of the capabilities within NORTHCOM’s purview.


And with that opening set of comments, that I admit doesn’t really lead me to any firm recommendations – and I wish I could do better – but I’ll leave those thoughts and principles on the table and look forward to the discussion.


MR. CROWLEY:  Let me use the moderator’s prerogative here just to ask a couple of questions of the panel before we open it up.  I promise to do it quickly.

For both of you, staring with Secretary McHale, do you see – what role is Homeland Defense playing in the resetting or rebalancing effort within the department already underway?  Is it your presumption that as the Guard, for example, moves to a brigade combat team set – you know, still geared towards combat, within that capability you can do homeland defense – all homeland defense requirements for NORTHCOM?  So, do you see the combat role and the homeland defense role as being complimentary or in conflict?

MR. MCHALE:  I think the two roles are largely complementary.  The responsibilities associated with homeland defense and civil support are such that the kinds of units required generally fall into one of two categories.  Either the mission requires general utility forces, typically infantry and other combat forces, that might be required to provide ground security at a specific site – for instance the ground-based defense of a nuclear power plant or a series of nuclear power plants that might be the subject a credible al Qaeda attack; or in the alternative, a category of highly specialized skills where the forces need to be trained to and equipped to complete very sophisticated missions that are at the high end of technology requirements – as an example, the response to a contaminated site following a WMD attack where the contaminant, again, for instance might be radiological in nature.  

In the air domain, I believe that the current mix of capabilities and force structure can probably support the foreseeable requirement of combat air patrols into the distant future, measured at least in a decade, maybe several decades.

In the land domain, we need to ensure that our general utility forces in the Guard and Title 10 are properly trained to provide that ground defense that only under the most extraordinary but nonetheless foreseeable circumstance might be required to protect critical infrastructure under a circumstance where civilian law enforcement could not provide that defense.

The most significant area of change, I would think, in terms of force structure and mix, would be in the maritime domain.  The naval forces of the United States, working in coordination with the Coast Guard, have been designed over the last century to confront and defeat hostile nation states.  I think the more immediate concern of the 21st century is the maritime interdiction of transnational terrorists passing through international waters in possession of weapons of mass destruction en route to the United States where they would employ those weapons of mass destruction to attack our population.

Our maritime capabilities really have not been sufficiently well integrated into overseas surveillance, the detection of the maritime threat, and then the proper kinds of tracking and intercept capabilities that will be required to stop al Qaeda on the high seas and diffuse a weapon of mass destruction.  So I think both in terms of force structure and mix there will be a modest but nonetheless measurable requirement to move from a Cold War approach to naval warfare to one that is better oriented to defeat al Qaeda and other transnational terrorists.

MR. O’HANLON:  I’m just mulling over that last scenario.  That’s a fairly fascinating and foreboding set of thoughts.  But it does strike me that what we are doing is developing a lot of the correct capabilities within the Reserve and National Guard we didn’t already have.  So I’m very impressed with the overall restructuring, and I do think most of the capabilities you might need here at home are similar to those that you would need abroad to begin with.  And so I would just maybe underscore the broader point that I’m most worried about the strain on people in the Reserve and Guard, mostly from the overseas mission and the way that may deprive us of capacity here at home for some of the local response we could theoretically need to do.

I think that really is the big challenge because many of these other specific gaps we may have had were modest in size to begin with and are being fixed and being addressed, and there are resources to improve capabilities, and we have, clearly, very smart people figuring out what scenarios to plan against.  So I’m less worried there, but I just think the Guard and Reserve are facing a potential crisis in the demands on them from the overall set of missions that they’re being given.  And so our real, number-one vulnerability and Achilles heel is going to be keeping people in the reserve component and not driving them out by working them too hard.  And so we can plan the details very well and still have that broader problem come back to haunt us.

MR. CROWLEY:  Just one more question before we open it up.  Mr. Secretary, the scenario that you portrayed in terms of an al Qaeda capability exceeding the ability of a local police department to respond and then having an affirmative military mission inside the United States under the moniker of homeland defense I think sounds to me like it crosses a threshold on at least the military’s interpretation of Posse Comitatus and what that means.  Did that require any – obviously did it require any change in the law but has that involved a change in how DOD perceives Posse Comitatus and what limitations or not it might hold?

MR. MCHALE:  P.J., we believe that what I have just described is fully consistent with the intent and statutory history of the Posse Comitatus Act.  Posse Comitatus is an 1878 statute that says that it is a criminal offense for an individual, typically a military officer – and active duly military officer to employ active duty – what we would call today Title 10 military forces – in law enforcement activities unless there is a specific constitutional or statutory authority to use the military in that manner.

The purpose was to recognize during reconstruction after the Civil War and to reemphasize that we are a civilian nation under a civilian constitution and that law enforcement is a civilian responsibility.  In certain limited circumstances, for instance with regard to the threat of weapons of mass destruction and also with regard to formally declared civil disturbances, subsequent statues have provided express authority to the Department of Defense and its officers to employ military forces in law enforcement related activities.  But the default setting is you may not, under pain of criminal law, use military forces in the United States for law enforcement activities.  However, the National Guard, in state status or in Title 32 status under command and control of the governor, is not covered by Posse Comitatus.  

And so, if you want to provide a ground-based defense of a nuclear power plant, you can use the National Guard for missions that would be potentially improper were you to employ active duty forces to accomplish that same mission.  So what that means is if you have a threat to a nuclear power plant in a given community, you can call out the National Guard in that community to work side by side with law enforcement officers in order to ensure an adequate defense of that nuclear power plant.

Now, when I talked about Title 10 quick reaction forces, what I would emphasize is the deployment of those forces – and we do have such forces on alert today to respond to a potential terrorist attack within our own nation – those forces would not be employed for the purpose of executing a law-enforcement related activities; they would be deployed for a military purpose and that is not to arrest terrorists but to defeat them militarily on our own soil.   The constitutional authority for that has existed since 1787.  This city in which we meet was attacked by the British in 1814 and we defended it with military forces.  That same constitution governs the lawful use of military force today.

Now, because of transnational terrorism we have to think about threats that have not really existed on our own soil for a long time, but the legal authority to defend the United States using military force – not to engage in law enforcement activities but to physically defeat foreign threats on our own soil – is a matter of recurring constitutional authority.  And so that’s really the hierarchy that we see.  First and foremost, the physical protection of United States citizens within out own country is a civilian law enforcement function.  If that capability cannot be executed by law enforcement, the National Guard, consistent with Posse Comitatus, in state status or Title 32, may engage in law enforcement related activities.  But ultimately, if the nature of the threat is so severe that a military defense on the ground is required, then for a military purpose, not law enforcement, those missions may be executed.

MR. CROWLEY:  And in that last scenario, who makes that call?

MR. MCHALE:  The president of the United States.

MR. CROWLEY:  And not below – not delegated below?  Who makes the determination that this requires a military response as opposed to having local capability or police capability?

MR. MCHALE:  The general counsel of the Department of Defense made me promise that I would not practice law while serving in my current position.  (Laughter.)  I can tell you the authority belongs to the president of the United States under Article 2 of the Constitution, as commander-in-chief, to defend our nation, including a potential defense within our own country, against foreign adversaries.  That authority can and is routinely delegated to the secretary of defense.  The legal issue is whether or not the secretary of defense would have current delegated authority that would allow him to deploy, for instance, a quick reaction force based on the authority that he already possessed.

I’m not sure there is a clear answer to that question, but I can tell you as a practical matter, the secretary of defense would confer with the president and seek the president’s guidance before he would deploy military forces within the United States, and the authority ultimately is that of the president.

MR. O’HANLON:  I think even Mr. Rumsfeld would do that.  (Laughter.)  I’m just kidding.  Actually, I’m learning so much from Secretary McHale I actually want to not claim to have anything to add, but just ask a question.  

The National Guard units that were sent to the conventions, were they put there under Title 32 for this very reason, that it was the only way in which they could be in a law enforcement support capacity was if they were under the governor’s control as opposed to the president’s?

MR. MCHALE:  Well, that was certainly one of the major considerations, Michael, that we looked at when the decision was made.  The Guard brings tremendous utility – the National Guard is already forward deployed, geographically dispersed throughout the nation, and when we were looking at security for the G-8 summit at Sea Island, Georgia, and then later when we looked at the same issues or similar issues that came into play in Boston and New York at the conventions, we realized that the defense that was being provided, whether it was to be provided by the National Guard or active duty military forces on a contingency basis, would ultimately be tailored to defeat a foreseeable al Qaeda threat.  

And so, taking Georgia as an example, would it have been reasonable to expect the state of Georgia, using its National Guard, at its expense, to defend against an international, a transnational threat from a terrorist organization that might be targeting world leaders who happen to be gathering in the state of Georgia?  And it seemed to me, and ultimately it was concluded by the secretary of defense, that the security requirement was really part of a broader national security effort and that the taxpayers of the state of Georgia should not be tasked exclusively with the burden of that cost.  And so, we thought Title 32 was an excellent concept of operations to meet the mission requirement while spreading the burden of the cost.

And so, the National Guard in Georgia, under command and control of a National Guard officer who was dual-hatted, both in Title 32 and Title 10, executed a Title 32 security mission under command and control of the governor, but at DOD expense, in order to ensure that any attack that might have been mounted by al Qaeda could be defeated.  And one of the issues we looked at was the tremendous utility of the Guard in Title 32 to be able to work closely with law enforcement authorities because the Guard in Title 32 would not be covered by Posse Comitatus.  And that, again, is a transformational assessment by the Department of Defense in terms of what is required in the 21st century to defeat transnational terrorism.  The expense to the Department of Defense was approximately $15 million to pay for the cost of that security provided by National Guardsmen and Title 32 status.  

In short, we had the best of both worlds.  We had the flexibility of Title 32 employment while recognizing that the expense was really a national expense and should be paid for, therefore, out of national tax dollars, not local tax dollars.

Questions & Answers

MR. CROWLEY:  At this point we’ll welcome questions from the floor.  We’ve got microphones here flanking on either side.

Q:  Thank you.  My name is Lorelei Kelly.  I work in the House of Representatives.  This last exchange, it upset me in a couple of ways, and possibly it’s because I am on a pretty rapid learning curve on Guard and Reserve issues, but I think that what P.J. mentioned with Posse Comitatus is going to really define a lot of issues for Americans as the soul of our country.  This is a really important civil-military issue that we really haven’t had to talk about very much, mostly because a lot of the challenges to Posse Comitatus came up with American troops serving in peacekeeping missions, which is not really a conversation that we’ve had yet.

But this exchange that you all just had reminded me of a conversation I had with a friend of mine who’s an Air Force Reserve pilot, and he flies these civil air patrols.  And we had a conversation that brought up the whole idea of priorities and whether or not the caps are really an efficient or wise use of money right now, given that so many of our challenges in homeland security are really down to earth – no pun intended – and they’re enormously expensive on the one hand, but on the other hand we have real problems funding our own domestic police right now.  That’s a tremendous tradeoff if you look at it that way.   

And another one would be port security.  How come we’re paying so much for all of these flights across the United States, watching out for stuff on the ground or the possibility that another 9/11 might happen, although if you look at how terrorists have acted in the past, it’s not really nearly as likely as something new.

MR. CROWLEY:  But Lorelei, what’s the question in particular so we can --

Q:  Oh, okay, I’m sorry.  What I was wondering is the Posse Comitatus issue, are there any – first of all, I guess, how much are you – what is the priority scheme?  Do you compare these kinds of costs at the Department of Homeland Security with the military costs of the civil air patrols versus something like just basic domestic policing?  And also, are you running into the same kinds of problems with our troops in Iraq and deployed overseas on these sort of peacekeeping, urban warfare missions, and is that going to have implications for how we interpret Posse Comitatus here domestically?  Do you see the connections?  Is anybody talking about that?

MR. MCHALE:  There are some connections, and while not every piece of connecting tissue has been identified at this point, there are some – particularly in terms of technology – there are some overlapping and related considerations.  But let me come back to the beginning of your question.  We have made a judgment following the death of approximately 3,000 people on September the 11th, that we need to be able to defend our airspace against what we hope will be the remote but still foreseeable possibility that another air attack of that type would be conducted by al Qaeda.  

Frankly, we bring some acute sensitivity to that because we ought not to underestimate the cunning intelligence of or adversary.  Having attacked us in the air on September the 11th, there would be a certain level of perverse gratification on the part of al Qaeda if they were able to replicate such an attack, despite our best efforts to defeat it.  And so, we do fly – they’re not really civil air patrols; they’re combat air patrols.  We put up F-16s and F-15s to defend our airspace.  We vary that plan every day and we tailor it to the nature of the threat as we envision the threat environment during any given period of time.  But I don’t think the American people would forgive us if we failed to mount a vigorous defense of our airspace in light of what happened on September the 11th and the loss that we experienced because our defenses were not adequate on that day.

With regard to Posse Comitatus, the Department of Defense has consistently taken the position that we do not foresee a requirement to amend that 1878 statute.  We do recognize that physical security in the United States on the ground is primarily a civilian law enforcement function, and we also believe that, to the maximum extent possible, our active duty military forces and their reserve components should remain available for what we call power projection – overseas warfighting.  And to the extent that we dedicate those forces to a domestic mission, they’re not available to defend our country’s interests beyond our own borders.

So, to preserve the character of our nation as envisioned, for instance, by Alexander Hamilton in Federalist Eight and reflected in the Posse Comitatus statute and to make sure that we have maximum forces available for overseas warfighting, we have not taken a proactive role in terms of the use of Title 10 forces on the ground within our own country, but we do believe that the National Guard can fill that mission requirement very effectively, so that by using National Guardsmen at home, often, as Michael notes, within their own communities, working with police officers, we preserve the warfighting capabilities of our active duty military forces overseas.

MR. O'HANLON:  I want to comment on the first part of your statement and maybe Secretary McHale will comment on the second part.  I am worried about the pace at which we’re asking people to serve, and I agree with you, ma’am, that there is a lot of patriotism coming through with people but I also think it’s simply unrealistic to expect that we can call people up more than once in a five- or six-year period, and this is often the benchmark that General Blum and General Helmly and others have mentioned as perhaps a realistic pace that we could ask reservists to sustain, but some of them are doing more than that, and I’d actually be very curious – I’m looking forward to the end of the year statistics on retention and recruiting in the National Guard.  Last I saw we were doing pretty well across the active force and pretty well in some parts of the Reserve, but there were some problems as well.  I think General Schumacher testified in late July that at that time they were only at 88 percent of the number of National Guard recruiting enlistees they would have wanted for that part of the fiscal year.

And so we’ll see what happens with the end of the year data, also on retention.  In other words, who knows what the data will show but I think we’re overusing the reserve component, and so my big concerns about the Reserves and the Homeland Security mission are: a) that we’re going to potentially drive people out of the Reserve, and b) that we’re sometimes depriving communities of much of their first responder force in one fell swoop when we deploy a given unit overseas.  Those are my two big worries, as I’ve said before.  

But as far as I can tell, the data does present some reason for continued concern and people aren’t going to be indefinitely patriotic at the price of being loyal parents and members of their community and giving up their own normal lives if we keep asking them to go overseas every two or three years indefinitely.

MR. MCHALE:  I’m afraid that my response can’t be much more than anecdotal, and the fellow who can give you a much more detailed answer to your question is actually standing at the back of the room.  Reverend Blum back there, who is overlooking the audience, has the detailed statistics with regard to retention.

I’ve been a Reservist off and on for 32 years and while there are some challenges associated with multiple rotations overseas, the fact is, at least anecdotally, the best morale that I have witnessed has tended to be within those units that are very actively engaged and that the desire to continue to serve is somehow – I think the ingredient is called patriotism.  It’s inversely proportional to how hard you use the unit.  Sometimes the highest retention rates are within those units that have faced the toughest combat and the most frequent rotations.

Now, I don’t mean to be a Pollyanna about that and I understand that there will be individual impacts and there will be those who choose not to sign new contracts because of stresses and pressures on personal lives and careers, but I’m going to wait and see what the numbers say when they actually come out because among those with whom I routinely have conversations, I have not sensed a loss of commitment or morale as a result of overseas assignments.

One area where I would put out a caution – because, again, anecdotally I think the impression given by Michael in complete good faith, may in fact be factually inaccurate.  I think there are very few units – Reserve units – composed of a large percentage of first responders.  I would not want you to have the impression – and if I’m wrong, Michael, I will readily admit it, but based on my experience – I was an infantry officer in Echo Company, Second Battalion 25th Marines, and the operations officer for Second Battalion 25th Marines in Garden City, New York, just outside New York City – kind of a quintessential Reserve unit where you would tend to attract the maximum number of police officers and firefighters out of a major metropolitan area.  And while we did have police officers and fire fighters, including, I believe, two fire fighters who died on September the 11th, who were also Reserve Marines, it is very, very rare that you would have a unit with more than just a handful of first responders from that community.

Now, that’s good news.  I don’t want to diminish Michael’s concern.  Many of our fire departments and police departments and paramedic units are quite small throughout the nation, so if you lose two of six paramedics, that’s one third of your strength, and those are legitimate concerns and perhaps we ought to look at some of the issues that Michael has presented in terms of solutions.  But you should not have an intuitive sense that most of our reservists are first responders, because I think if we did an actual calculation, only a very small percentage of the reserve component is drawn from the civilian first responder community.

And then lastly, with regard to training, I can assure you – my statutory duty – when my job was created I was given the responsibility for overall supervision of the homeland defense activities of the Department of Defense, and particularly for those forces that will be required to respond to multiple WMD attacks within our own country with the kinds of very technical skills – life-saving skills required.  I can assure you that in terms of training for that mission and other homeland defense and civil support missions, my office will exercise vigorous oversight to ensure that we as a department are providing the kind of training that is needed in order to accomplish the mission in an effective, and to the greatest degree possible, safe manner.

MR. CROWLEY:  Michèle, you’re leading the last panel so if you want to ask a question first that’s fine.

Q:  I’m also cheating by asking a question.  Michèle Flournoy from CSIS.  And thank you all for an excellent panel.

Secretary McHale, my question is for you.  I know your office has been working hard on a DOD homeland Security strategy and I’m assuming that part of that strategy is giving the department some guidelines for sizing and shaping the force for homeland security.  How much is enough in terms of CBIRF capability or in terms of critical infrastructure protection capability and so forth?

Can I draw you out on what are the force sizing and shaping metrics that you’re using?  What are the planning factors?  Are you assuming multiple, simultaneous contingencies in different parts of the country?  And specifically, do you consider the outlier case – the worst case in my view, which is not massive critical infrastructure protection but a successful attack using contagious bio that actually spreads on a national basis, overwhelms a regionally focused response system and imposes all kinds of requirements for quarantine and so forth.  

What are your planning factors, and do you also consider the sort of wildcard or outlier case that might overwhelm the system?

MR. MCHALE:  Michèle, we in fact finished our draft of the Homeland Defense and Civil Support Strategy last week.  It has not yet gone to the secretary of defense and so it’s a good idea not yet born to fruition.

MR. CROWLEY:  So you can’t leave it behind.

MR. O'HANLON:  I’ll give it to him later.  I’m going to see him later.

MR. MCHALE:  A reporter approached me the other day and said, may I have a copy of it, and I said, sure, right after the secretary of defense approves it.  We worked very hard on the strategy, and to respond directly to the elements of your question, we do believe that, consistent with past planning and execution of terrorist attacks by al Qaeda, that the likely method of attack to be employed by transnational terrorists would involve multiple, near-simultaneous attacks at geographically dispersed locations employing weapons of mass destruction.  

And so with that as a premise in terms of the foreseeable capabilities and threat of our adversary, we do look at the force requirements and consequence management capabilities necessary to respond.  And just very quickly, we build on those capabilities.  First of all, we’re not going to become engaged unless civilian authorities are overwhelmed, and in most cases, civilian authorities will not be overwhelmed.  We have extraordinary capabilities, as Michael pointed out, in levels of government other than the national level, and we certainly have capabilities even at the national level that are very substantial beyond those in DOD – FEMA as an example.

But we then build a tiered system of response.  Beginning with Steve Blum’s CSTs, we’re going to have – we now have 32; we’re adding 12 more CSTs this year, and by statutory mandate, we will have 55 CSTs ultimately to ensure that there’s at least one CST in every state and territory.  That’s an assessment capability.  Then the next level will be the CIRFPs that Steve will talk to you about in a couple of minutes – CBIRF-like capabilities, much larger organizations that would bring decontamination and extraction capabilities following one or more WMD attacks.

And then lastly, within the Department of Defense, we will have multiple capabilities at the Joint Task Force level, one of which is dedicated to a domestic response, but the others may be employed overseas as well as within the United States so that if we experience multiple WMD attacks of the type that I described, we will have military forces trained and available for deployment to assist in a supporting role those civilian agencies, most notable DHS and FEMA, as they respond to terrorist attacks in our own country involving weapons of mass destruction.

In a maritime domain, what we call for is an assessment by the NORTHCOM combatant commander for him to determine – I say him because the new combatant commander has been confirmed by the Senate; it’s Admiral Tim Keating.  Admiral Keating will have the requirement to assess what kinds of maritime capabilities will be necessary to execute those WMD maritime intercept missions that I described earlier on.

And lastly, in the air domain, we think we’ve got a pretty good balance right now for the homeland defense mission.  We have F-16s, F-15s, Air National Guardsmen, Air Force Reservists, and active duty capabilities that have been well integrated into a NORAD plan to defend our airspace, and we believe that with modification, but modest modification, that basic concept of operations will successfully defend our airspace into the foreseeable future.

MR. CROWLEY:  Gentlemen, thank you very much for a very insightful panel.  We could do the rest of the afternoon on this topic but unfortunately we have one more to go to solve all of the issues we’ve been talking about all day.

What we’ll do is we’ll take a kind of a seventh-inning stretch in place as we switch out the panels and get started pretty quickly.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

(End of panel.)
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NICOLE MLADE:  Good afternoon, everyone.  My name is Nicole Mlade.  I’m a senior policy analyst at the Center for American Progress.  And welcome to the final panel of today’s program entitled “Transforming the Reserve Component for Battlefields at Home and Abroad.”  First I would like to extend the apologies of our director of national security, Bob Boorstin, who has been called away by a family emergency.  So I’m going to offer an introduction of our panelists this afternoon and then we’ll proceed with the program.

So first we’ll be hearing from Ms. Michèle Flournoy.  Many of you know her, of course.  She’s a senior advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in the international security program where she works in a broad range of defense policy and international security issues.  She previously played dual-headed roles as Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction and a previous Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy.

Next we’ll be hearing from Lieutenant General Steven Blum, who serves as chief of the National Guard Bureau in Arlington, Virginia.  Prior to his current assignment, General Blum served as chief of staff of United States Northern Command.  

Next we’ll be hearing from Brigadier General James Snyder, who is a Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff of the Army Reserve – excuse me, Chief of the Army Reserve.  He has over 32 years of Army-commissioned service, including 12 years in the Active Reserve and 20 years on active duty as an engineer officer.  He is the commanding general of the 411th Engineer Brigade.

Finally we’ll be hearing from Dr. Carla Tighe Murray, who joined the Congressional Budget Office in June of 2002.  Before joining CBO, Dr. Murray served as the director of the Economic and Manpower Analysis Division in the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation in the Office of the Secretary of Defense.  


So thank you very much for joining us this afternoon – and, Michèle?

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY:  Great.  Well, it’s my pleasure to be here and I want to thank the organizers of the conference for setting aside the time to help us to focus on such an important issue at such a critical time.  

I want to start by laying my personal cards on the table, if you will.  I come to this topic not only as a defense analyst and as someone who’s worked on these issues in the Pentagon in the past, but also as the spouse of a Reservist who was mobilized after September 11th.  My husband was the commanding officer of one of – I think it’s the only counterterrorism counterintelligence unit in the Navy Reserves, so his unit was the first to be called up on the Navy side, and they were deployed all over the world doing force protection and counterintelligence for the Navy in various ports in high-risk areas.

And that experience – I mean, on the one hand I think it was an incredible experience to watch him feel that he had an opportunity to be a part of responding to 9/11 and to serve his country at a critical time, and we felt very blessed to have that chance to do that.  On the other hand, we had a taste of some of the challenges that families face when that happens.  Our family income dropped by two-thirds overnight.  My husband was the COO of a startup company that when he was mobilized basically went under within a few weeks and 15 people were unemployed.  It took us several years to recover in terms of savings and so forth.  And I’m not using that to say we had such a hardship story because we were very fortunate.  We were in a position to recover quickly, but that process made me much more sensitive to some of the challenges that families who aren’t as well positioned as we were, who didn’t have savings accounts, who weren’t able to come off of duty and immediately find new jobs if they had lost their old ones, and so forth.  

There are some real hardships and sacrifice going on among the families and I think policy-wise we need to be better at paying attention to that and responding to that.  So I just wanted to start off by laying my personal cards on the table as well as my professional.

Today this is really a panel about the way forward, and I want to give you a summary of the argument I’m going to make.  First, I think, as Secretary McHale said, we do face an international security environment that has fundamentally changed in nature and that is placing very new demands on the U.S. military, demands that I believe will endure into the future.  And in that context we have to rethink the roles, the missions, the capabilities required to meet those demands on multiple levels.  The broadest level across the U.S. government interagency, across the U.S. military more broadly, and then in that context for the reserve component.  

And specifically with regard to the latter, I think we need to look at a new concept for sizing and shaping our military overall.  We need to think about – rethink the missions and roles that we assigned to the reserve component, both the Guard and the Reserves.  We need to rebalance the total force, both between active and reserve component and also within the reserve component.  And we need to rethink how we manage the force to ensure that, as Michael mentioned, we recruit and retain the highest quality people into the force.

We also need to consider, I believe, a new contract or some new design principles, if you will, for the contract between the United States and its citizen soldiers. 

And finally, as I’m sure Carla will talk about, we need a new level of investment in the reserve component if we’re going to transform it to give it the capabilities it needs to meet this future.

So let me start out with the changing security environment and the nature of the demands on the U.S. military.  I think we would all – most analysts would agree that the global war on terrorism, whether you like that label or not, that that is an enduring mission.  It is here to stay.  There are going to be persistent and long-term demands on the military, both for fighting terrorists abroad and for protecting Americans at home.  There is also now a very clear connection that I don’t think we saw, as clearly anyway, before 9/11 between failed or failing states on the one hand and terrorist organizations with global reach.  

The bottom line is that failed and failing states create potential safe havens for organizations like al Qaeda and their affiliates.  So our strategy has to place much greater emphasis on preventing such failures and new safe havens emerging.  It requires a more integrated use of our national instruments of power, and for the U.S. military it will mean more missions in the area of foreign internal defense; that is, providing assistance to other militaries to deal with the threats that they’re facing in their own regions, counterinsurgency operations to support friendly but potentially weak governments, and possibly stability operations to prevent failure of states or a dangerous vacuum developing in a particular region.

I think, as was mentioned before, the presence of weapons of mass destruction in some cases will only heighten the likelihood of U.S. involvement.  It’s hard to imagine a U.S. president not responding to the implosion or hostile takeover of a country that has nuclear weapons on its soil.  And unfortunately this is not a null set.  There are several nightmarish scenarios that are not outside the realm of possibility, be it Pakistan, be it North Korea, and there are others we can think of.  Plus, the U.S. will continue to face traditional threats, such as the potential for conflicts with rogue states hostile to our interests.  And as we’ve learned the hard way in Iraq and Afghanistan, any such war that involves regime change will involve substantial requirements – long-term requirements for winning the peace, sustain stability operations in the wake of conflict. 

So the bottom line is the demand for U.S. forces is going to remain high.  This is not a spike; this is a new plateau, in my view.  And there will be enduring requirements across the board, from supporting homeland security, to conducting counterterrorism operations abroad, to deterring and being able to defeat enemies and major combat operations, to conducting a broad range of stability ops both before and after conflict.  So a very tall order that we face.

Now, in the face of this future and in light of recent experience, I think we need a new concept or a new set of metrics for sizing and shaping U.S. forces, both active and reserve, and I would argue we also need to fundamentally rethink how we approach these operations at the interagency or U.S. government level, doing things like developing new coordination mechanisms to gain unity of effort, building rapidly deployable civilian capabilities that can partner with the military – but that’s another speech – focusing on how we need to view this problem through the eyes of the military and the reserve component.

As I said, I think we need a new concept for sizing and shaping the force.  In the last Quadrennial Defense Review, this defense strategy put forth a metric that’s called inside the building 1-4-2-1.  That is, the U.S. military must be able to provide for homeland security in a supporting role, deter forward in four critical regions, conduct two swift defeats of any enemy aggression around the world, and do one comprehensive or decisive win, a regime-change type of scenario, at a time.  And we need to be able to do that all near simultaneously.  Well, I think that metric, after 9/11 and the war in Afghanistan, which was not even one of the four – seen as being part of one of the four critical region where we were supposed to be deterring, that has sort of been overtaken by events, and I think everyone agrees that no matter who wins the election, we need to come up with a new strategy, a new concept for sizing and shaping the U.S. military going forward.

I can’t say what that metric will be, but I can give you some premises that I think should be taken into account.  First, 21st century missions like homeland security, counterterrorism, stability operations, and the like cannot be treated as lesser-included cases of warfighting.  These pose unique requirements that have to be taken into account in sizing and shaping the force.

Second, as the current strategic guidance within the Department of Defense acknowledges, we are way over-invested in conventional warfighting capabilities and way under-invested in the kinds of capabilities we need to deal with irregular, catastrophic, or disruptive threats such as terrorism, insurgency, WMD.  This is true not only for the active component but also for the reserve component.  And so we need to reorient the force towards the most critical missions we’ll likely face in the future, these 21st century missions, as I call them.  And that will require increasing, I believe, the size of the active component substantially by several tens of thousands, particularly elements of the Army and the Marine Corps.  It will also require some very hard decisions about priorities: where to place emphasis, where to accept or manage a degree of risk.  None of this is free; none of this is going to be easy to pay for, even in a substantial defense budget.  And it’s going to be particularly challenging to do this reorientation and reshaping until we have greater clarity about basic doctrine in these areas.

If you look at the mission areas I’ve focused on, we don’t really have solid doctrine in these areas.  U.S. counterinsurgency doctrine is decades old.  It needs to be updated.  We are still in the process of trying to figure our, what does doctrine look like for homeland security?  We’re still trying to figure it out for counterterrorism and for stability operations, and yet we can’t wait for it to begin the kinds of key changes that need to be made.  So that’s a key challenge.

Let me turn now – in that context, what are the future roles and missions for the reserve component?  What should the RC be prepared to perform?  What’s the right balance between missions abroad and missions at home?  And I want to address the Guard and Reserve separately.  Let me start with the Guard – and, General Blum, you can feel free to correct me where I go astray here.

LTG STEVEN BLUM:  So far you’re doing great.  

MS. FLOURNOY:  (Chuckles.)  Okay.  Given the level and type of future demand and the superior capabilities of the U.S. military in conventional warfighting, I think that keeping the Guard – if we were to keep the Guard in the traditional role of being a strategic reserve for “the big one,” the big conventional warfight, that would be a recipe for marginalizing the institution – marginalizing its relevance.  And I think that is fact that is now widely recognized in the Guard, not only at the leadership level but far below that.

So what should the Guard’s primary missions be in the opening decades of this century?  Let me start with homeland security.  I think, as others have said, given its geographic dispersal, its well-developed relationships with leaders and partners in every state of the union, and its history, the Guard is really ideally suited and positioned for many homeland security missions, from air defense to critical infrastructure protection, to support for domestic authorities and crises.  

I think we need to think about the question that I raised for Secretary McHale, though: how are we going to decide how much is enough?  As we rebalance the force and make sure that the Guard has adequate capabilities in different areas for homeland security missions, we need some explicit planning factors.  My personal view is that we need to be prepared for two or three multiple simultaneous attacks, and that’s because it’s consistent with both al Qaeda’s ambition and its modus operandi.

I think we also need to hedge against the scenario that I raised before, the wildcard but not impossible scenario of a successful use of a contagious biological agent that quickly becomes a national, countrywide crisis, overwhelms civilian infrastructure, and really puts the Guard into some very difficult public security missions.

CSIS did a wargame called Dark Winter on this issue, that after several days of play basically ground to a halt when the participants were overwhelmed and it was such a disaster they basically agreed to stop the game.  So I think this is a hard case we need to think through, and unfortunately not outside the realm of possibility, given the threat.

I want to acknowledge up front that a good deal of work on these issues, on the reorientation of the Guard, on needing to build its capacity to respond for homeland security missions has already been done, thanks to the leadership of the institution.  But more needs to be done, not only in the Guard but in DOD more broadly and the U.S. government more broadly.  This is very much a work in progress and there are still some very important and difficult decisions to be made to get this right.

That said, I want to emphasize that I think it would be unwise for the Guard to be focused exclusively on homeland security.  Here I differ very strongly with Governor Ventura in his remarks earlier today.  I think it’s a critical force in terms of providing key specialized units for missions abroad and also to serve as a rotation base in support of the active component for missions of long durations, missions that stretch into years.  And I’m not just talking about peacekeeping in the Sinai or the Balkans; I’m talking about the full range of operations that – including the more challenging ones like that which we’re seeing in Iraq and Afghanistan.  And here again, as we’ve heard today, the Guard is already moving out in this direction, changing the way the force is managed, putting it on a much more rotational footing, converting low-demand types of units such as artillery brigades into high-demand types of units like MP battalions, and also aiming for a much lighter and more mobile force over time.

But in order to enable this vital transformation to continue and to be successful, I think it’s also important to talk about what we should expect the Guard not to do.  And here I would argue that given the very rapid deployment timelines for major theater wars, as we saw in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the very short duration of the major combat phase in conventional warfighting that’s likely in the future, I don’t believe that we should expect the Guard to play substantial roles in the major combat phase of these operations, and we should not be structuring large portions of the Guard for these missions.  Now, I know that in some parts of the Guard that’s heresy and I would be shot for that, but I think that what’s good is there is now a dialogue, both within the Guard and with the broader set of national stakeholders, on exactly this issue.  The world has changed fundamentally, the nation’s needs have changed fundamentally, and the Guard is in the process of changing fundamentally.  

In terms of implications of what I just said, for the Guard I think there are five sort of practical implications.  The first is the need to continue to rebalance the force.  Everybody uses the artillery brigades to MP battalion example.  I’d like to see more examples of this kind of conversion from low-demand units into high-demand.  I think we also need to continue the process of reorganizing and transforming the Guard into smaller and more modular units that will remain fully interoperable with the transformed active duty Army and stay on the same course that the active duty Army is in terms of its transformation.

I also think Michael raised a very important point about the need for deconfliction, and I would say there are two dimensions to this.  At the unit level we need to deconflict the demands we’re placing on a given unit from operations abroad versus duties in support of homeland security here in the states.  At the individual level, I do think we also need to look at particular cases where people have both Guard and first responder duties and we need to make sure that we deconflict those as well.

The fourth practical implication for the Guard is really taking a look at training and equipment and making sure that we’re optimized for this new set of missions.  

And finally, I think rethinking the recruiting message.  You know, why join the National Guard in the post-9/11 era?  I think the message has got to – it’s not just fighting the nation’s war in the traditional sense; it’s really protect America, fight on the front lines of the war on terrorism both at home and abroad.  That’s the rationale – that’s the recruiting message I think we need to use for a new generation of people coming into the Guard.

Let me turn now to the Reserves, which have a very different role, and I think they need to maintain their traditional augmentation role in support of the active component across the spectrum of conflict.  But I think we also need to look at rebalancing the mix between the Reserves and the active component.  And here I’d support efforts in the Department of Defense to move anything that’s expected to deploy in the first 30 days of conflict into the active component to give us a little more of a breathing room for the reservists in terms of mobilization.  

I think we also need to build density of the force – more of certain types of units in certain high-demand areas, especially those that have relevance both to missions abroad and homeland security where both a combatant commander and the JTF commander for civil support, both are going to want to demand certain units in crises.  We need to make sure that we have enough of those units so that we can actually get to the kind of one rotation or deployment every five year type of goals that have been set by the leadership of the Reserves.

And finally, I think we need to make sure that the transformation of the Reserves keeps pace with the transformation of the active component, and again, that we keep that interoperability because they are units that work so much hand in glove in actual operations.

In terms of force management, I think the key question is the one Michael raised, which is how do we ensure that we manage the force in a way that enables us to continue to recruit and retain the best quality of the people, because in the end of the day, people is what sets our force apart from any other military in the world.  And I think the answer to the question of how often can we expect people to deploy and still stay in the force, it may depend on data that we don’t yet have a clear sense of, and I think the – I applaud the leadership of the Reserves and the Guard for taking a stab at this and saying maybe it’s about one every five or six years, we think, but I think we need more data to know is that really the knee in the curve or is it four years or is it seven years, or where exactly is that?

I also think they’re right on the money to say predictability may be just as important as frequency; i.e. knowing when your deployment is going to begin and when it’s going to end is going to be a critical factor for people deciding whether they can manage Reserve service and also manage the rest of their lives, so that’s a key factor.

Let me skip forward to say, again, the good news is that the leadership of the Guard and Reserves, thanks in large part to the gentlemen sitting here, are well down the path of implementing a lot of these changes and they deserve real congratulations for the vision and the courage and the tenacity they’ve had to move in a new direction at a time of incredible strains on the force.

I want to turn now to the question of the contract between the country and citizen-soldiers and ask the question whether fundamental changes need to be made in the contract.  And the honest answer is I don’t know, but I think we need to look at some new design principles, and let me suggest a few.

When people are deployed, whether they’re active duty or reserve component, they need to have absolute equity in terms of the equipment they are given, the kind of training and preparation they’re given, the pay they’re provided while deployed, and the overall support to them and their families.

Secondly, reserve component families who suffer tremendous or undue financial hardship because of a family member’s mobilization, we need to have some form of safety net or extra support to them, and my personal favorite is an idea of my boss, John Hamre, who suggested that Congress actually create an emergency fund to which families could apply for emergency assistance for those who are really suffering overwhelming and unexpected financial strains because of a member’s mobilization and unintended consequences of that.

I also think we need to consider a more diverse array of contracts that enable people to self-select sort of the level of commitment that they want to uphold, meaning there may be people in units who are very comfortable with the idea of being deployed once every five years.  There may be others who want to serve and can do valuable service, particularly at home, but aren’t as comfortable – who want to be deployed or mobilized less often than that.  And conversely there may be people who are more willing to be mobilized more often than once every five years.  And right now we handle that with volunteerism, but when you take people on an individual basis you lose a lot in terms of unit cohesion.  So is there a way to structure it so that there are units who are basically composed of people who have raised their hands to volunteer or to be more available?  And I also think we need to put the concept of national security service, not only military but civilian, back on the table as part of our overall strategy for meeting the needs.

Finally, I think we need to reevaluate the use of contractors on the battlefield.  There are tremendous equity – or inequity issues, I should say, that have been created between civilian contractors on the battlefield and members of the military, both active and reserve, and if they’re not addressed they’re going to have some potentially profound implications in terms of recruitment or retention long term.

Let me end on the note that all of this has a price tag.  There are real budgetary implications here, and I’m sure Carla will address this, but this will require much greater investment in our reserve component than we’ve made in recent decades.  A reserve component, the kind that I’ve described, will be more expensive in the future because we’re going to need them more, we’re going to rely on them more, and we’re going to ask them to maintain a higher level of readiness.  Plus costs of benefits, recruiting, retention, all of those are going up.  But the alternative, as Michael said, of putting everything, or almost everything, into the active component is every more unaffordable and also undesirable, for a host of reasons.  So the bottom line is transformation of the reserve component is not free, but it is a worthwhile investment in the future viability of the total force.  

Let me just conclude by saying I have seen dozens of studies and conferences on the reserve component and scores of recommendations come out.  What’s different and perhaps unique about this point in time is that everyone agrees – everyone agrees that if we don’t change course we risk breaking the force, and it is one of our greatest national treasures and our greatest institutions.

And so there is a tremendous desire for change, and I think in an ironic or bizarre or unexpected way, the incredible strains that Iraq and Afghanistan and the war on terrorism have placed on the force have actually created a window of opportunity to push forward transformation at a pace that was unthinkable before.  I think our aim here at this conference and more broadly should be to ensure that the reserve component of the future is better prepared, better postured to meet the challenge of the future even than they are today, and to keep the reserve component a vital element of protecting and advancing our national security.

Thank you.

MS. MLADE:  Thank you very much, Michèle, for your comments.  (Applause.)  

We’d like to turn now to our respondents, starting with General Blum.

LTG BLUM:  I could do this in one word: Amen.  (Laughter.)  She has gotten so smart in the last few years and – no, I’m being facetious.  Her position has changed from what it once was four years ago, and so has ours, and we have kind of grown and met in the middle.  I’m not being condescending and I’m not being disingenuous to tell you Amen.  Everything that she said I agree to.  Every single word she said, I agree to as it relates to the National Guard of the United States.  That’s the Air National Guard and the Army National Guard; that’s 460,000 citizen-soldiers and airmen in 50 states and two territories, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia.  But – and this is not to counter anything she said, which is what I did not expect to do today, but there are some things that need some punctuation and some, I think, clarification.  I would like to offer that.

First, I agree 100 percent with the laundry list of the things that she said needed to be done because that’s my list.  That’s the list I work on every day and have been working on for about the last year and a half, feverishly.  I am fighting – we that see the need to change are fighting a bureaucracy and a system that is built to defend the status quo to the last living person.  So change is very hard in that kind of an environment.  It really, truly is.  But it’s possible and we’re doing it.

When you talk about growing the active force, I think you can make a pretty good case in certain areas where the active force needs to grow?  How much?  That’s not my call.  That’s really up to the Secretary of the Army and the Navy and the Air Force to decide how big their force needs to be to do what the American people have asked them to be ready to do and able to do.  But I would like to offer you this – and not specifics.  I just want you to kind of think about it.  The most competitive companies in the world – not just America, in the world – have figured it out.  Their most expensive costs – any economic students in here?  Well, I’ll give you a quick econ 101, which I took twice so I know it well.  (Laughter.)

The most expensive part for any company is their labor.  The human resource part is the very toughest part of the budget, most expensive part that will make or break an organization.  The really good competitive companies around the world have figured it out: they hire their full-time force at the lowest possible level for their slowest business day and they leverage their part-time force for their periods of surge and business activity, so that when they are paying for their workforce they pay for who the need on the day that they need them and they don’t pay a lot of money for the people that they don’t need to have there on that given day.

Why did I say that?  Because I think there’s a great economic model – the National Guard and the Reserve components of the United States, the seven reserve components – Air Guard, Army Guard, Army Reserve, Air Force Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, Coast Guard Reserve, Navy Reserve, all of those reserves operate for about – arguably about 27 cents on the dollar when you’re not using them.  When you’re using them they cost exactly what the active force costs, but when you’re not using them they cost less.  Now, you can argue how much less, especially if we do what Dr. Flournoy is suggesting and I think needs to be done, and we need to train, equip, and resource them as an operational force – as an operational reserve rather than a strategic reserve that would be held in reserve for long periods of time and undermanned and underequipped and underresourced, and you throw all that money and manning at it and equipment at it over a long period of time to get it ready to go in the late innings of a ballgame that we’re not going to play anymore.  That’s a great old model for the Cold War and it doesn’t fit the realities of today or tomorrow.

So we have moved from a strategic reserve to an operational reserve.  We’ve got to get a business model as Americans that recognizes that, and I think you were talking to that very, very well.

You do want to maintain a balance, however.  I never want to see – this military officer never wants to see a military force that my son or daughter will be in that is all active, and I’ll tell you why.  As a father, I don’t want to send my kid to war unless the American people go to war – are committed to that war.  If I’m going to lose my son or daughter in a battle here at home or overseas, I want the American people committed to that endeavor.  When you call out the Guard and Reserves, you call out America.  You call out everybody in American and every hometown in America; every school, every church, every community, as Michael O’Hanlon was telling you.  When that firefighter is deployed overseas in a Guard or Reserve unit, that whole hometown knows it.

An all-active force has three bad things – it’s not that they’re bad; they’re very, very good.  They’re actually the very best in the world at what they do, unquestionably, but it’s too easy to send them.  It’s too easy to use them.  It doesn’t make you make the hard political decisions before you deploy them.  It’s too easy to walk away from them once you deploy them.  They’re too expensive to maintain at the rate you would need if you got rid of the Reserve.  So I don’t think we as American people would want that and I think you’ve got to maintain this balance.  You always want your citizen-soldiers so that when they come to the fight they bring America to the fight, and you have your active force, which if you need it overnight and you need it quick and you need if fast, then your active force is the first guys and girls that should be in there.  

I think it’s only fair that if Michèle’s husband is going to get called up, he gets about 30 days notice before he goes overseas to tell his employer, to get his family affairs in order, and to be able to make the transition from citizen to soldier.  That’s for the overseas warfight that I think the first innings of that ballgame ought to be played by the active force mostly, and then we ought to pile on very quickly because I don’t think we ever should go to war anytime, anyplace, anywhere, for any reason without the reserve component and the Guard, for the reason I told you, because I want them to bring America to the fight.  I want – it not only emboldens the soldiers and becomes a combat multiplier for the soldiers on the battlefield to know their country is behind them, but it sends an unmistakable message to our adversaries that this is not a war that is being controlled by two or three people in Washington; it is the American people that are behind this war.  And when the American people come to the fight, we never lose.  And that’s very important, and we’re not going to walk away from it easily.  So I think those kind of things need to be said.

There are many sacrifices that citizen-soldiers make.  That’s why they’re so magnificent and I’m so proud to be a part of leading a group of them.  But that’s nothing new.  If you think about the founding fathers of this nation, what they risked – their lives, their fortunes – and they lost them.  Some of them lost them.  Freedom is never free.  It shouldn’t be.  It’s precious.  It’s the most precious thing we have other than life.  And it’s worth some sacrifice.  

Now, I don’t think you need to go bankrupt to serve your nation, and I think there are some ways to get around that.  Now, I think somebody should seriously address that.  Now, part of what I’m doing is doing the things that she talked about.  We are rebalancing the force, and I won’t restate that because it’s been said in previous panels and by Dr. Flournoy.  We are doing that.  I am changing big combat formations that were absolutely necessary to back down the Soviet Union 12, 15 years ago that are no longer needed, and I am taking that human talent and redirecting it into the capabilities we need for today and we will need for the future.  That threatens a lot of people because, hey, we used to do this for 350 years.  That’s fine but when you call out the Guard I don’t want you to call out a world-class reenactment group; I want you to call out a world-class current and capabilities that you need to defend this nation.  

We’re called the National Guard, so absolutely mission one is homeland defense, but you can’t organize and train and equip the Guard only for homeland defense or if you need it, like we do now, seven combat brigades.  Forty percent of the force in Iraq is Guard and Reserve – 40 percent.  That’s not because we’re nice people and they wanted us to come there; it’s because we are essential and needed.  The size of our armed forces today and the capabilities of our armed forces today are a little bit out of balance – or a whole lot out of balance; it depends on how you look at it, but they’re out of balance or we wouldn’t have 40 percent of the force on the ground in Iraq today being Guard and Reserve.  So it’s clearly out of balance.

Now, I didn’t say I wanted it to go away altogether, remember, because I said you never want to go to war without the Guard, at least if I have a choice in it, but is 40 percent the right amount?  I think not.  The active duty force is deployed at about 20 percent – Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps.  According to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs, about 20 percent of the active force is deployed right now.  In the Guard it’s about 27 or 28 percent, so we’re actually overdeployed even more than the active force.  I think that speaks to the balance, but it also speaks volumes to the commitment of these young men and women that joined our organization because when they were needed they were there, and they were there in a tough year.  This is a tough year tactically; it’s a tough, dangerous environment in Afghanistan and Iraq and the Balkans, and they have shown up – when asked to be there, they were there.  

So it’s a real test that the volunteer force, that’s now 31 years old – we haven’t had any draft; nobody’s drafted into any of the armed services – hasn’t been for 31-and-a -half years, and I think this is a magnificent performance of these citizen-soldiers and volunteer Americans that decided to put on the uniform, Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, and Coast Guardsmen, to go do what the nation needs to do, even when they don’t have to do it and even when they’re walking away from their lives, walking away from their families, walking away from their education, walking away from their vocation or their profession, and they’re laying it all on the line to include, as you heard, some of their financial finances – personal finances are at risk.

So I’m very proud of these folks and I’m proud of what they’re doing, and that’s why we’ve got to get it right for them.

Now, probably the best qualification I have going for me is that I’m a grandfather, because I’m not about defending the National Guard.  If the National Guard has got to change, the National Guard has got to change.  My job when I came in here as the chief of the Guard is not to protect the National Guard.  My job is to protect the United States of America.  And we’ll do to the Guard what needs to be done to the Guard so that it is able to do its part to defend this country for my grandkids so that they have the right to grow up in a land that had the rights and privileges and freedoms that I had.

So we’re not – nothing is beyond the pale for me to look at as long as it’s reasonable.  When I say reasonable, I’m talking about you can show me how that makes us more capable of either defending our family and our freedoms here at home, which by the way, I agree, Michèle; the 1-4-2-1 was great for when it was written.  It was really genius.  But the world did not stand still.  They didn’t read the national security strategy and it kept changing and changing and now that has to change.  I really think it has to be readjusted.  And that “1” in the 1-4-2-1 is homeland defense.  And, folks, that should be the number-one priority and it’s clearly not.  Look where the money goes.  Look what the organizations are set up to do.  Look where the equipment goes.  Look where the rank structure goes.  

Until you see the budget moving over into homeland defense – I’m not talking about homeland security; I’m not talking about given the DOD budget to the Department of Homeland Security; I’m not talking about that.  I’m talking about until you really look at how is the Army and the Navy and the Air Force, the Marine Corps and the Coast Guard really going to address homeland defense in a holistic manner?  That’s missiles coming in from overseas, that’s intercontinental ballistic missiles, that’s cruise missiles being shot off of tramp steamers – don’t have to come out of a submarine but it could.

Can we handle an aerospace threat, swarm aircraft coming in from Canada or from Mexico?  And I’m not talking a foreign air force.  They may take off from an airport less than 10 miles away from here.  There are about 17 small airports where you could launch Cessnas and be on top of Washington, D.C. in less than 10 minutes, and you don’t have to pack a lot of explosives in a little Cessna 172 to make a statement in the nation’s capital.  And could you take them all down?  And how many of them would you miss and now many of them have to hit to make their point?  And are we organized for that?  

And the bioterrorism thing is absolutely for real.  It’s a real thing that we need to deal with.  So that’s why I’m reconfiguring the Guard to be more accessible, more relevant and essential to respond to weapons of mass destruction or counterterrorism right here at home because it could come here.  The same things that you’re seeing overseas can happen here.  If they can move tens of thousands of people across our border, illegals, they don’t have to move but a few dozen of them that want to be suicide bombers.  If they can move tons and tons of marijuana and heroin and other illicit drugs across our border every day, they don’t have to be terribly good to move several hundred pounds of explosives or a dirty bomb or a vial of biological weaponry into this country.  And then when that happens we better be able to detect it, to deter it, to defeat it, and then respond to it if we miss all of that. 

And that is my challenge, to get the Guard able to do that here at home – is what I call the unannounced home game – or to go overseas in the scheduled away game.  And he same skill sets that I need to defend the homeland – and here is the only place where I really want to make my last punctuation mark and I’ll shut up and give it to Jim, is that the same skills, the same equipment that I need to do that job here at home would be very, very useful in Baghdad today, or Bagram today, or Kabul today, or Pristina (ph) today, or any other place we may go because if you think about it, the same tactics that we’re talking about being used here at home are exactly the same tactics they’re using on our forces overseas.  

So being able to do mass casualty treatment, being able to do mass decontamination, being able to do urban extraction of people that were in buildings that were rubble – now, it doesn’t have – see, the Guard is ready – is getting itself ready for anything that goes wrong – all hazards, because it doesn’t mean that it has to just be al Qaeda that blows the building up.  It could be bad construction that makes it fall down.  It could be a tornado or a hurricane or an earthquake.  Either way, you’re going to have a lot of people under a lot of concrete and steel and we’ve got to be able to intelligently determine where people are to get them out if we’re going to save their lives.  

That same skill set for my engineers – Army Guard engineers and Air Guard engineers that we’re giving them I think has great application in homeland defense, but it has equal application overseas because the Khobar Towers were not in the United States.  The Marine barracks were in Lebanon.  And these other buildings that you see blown up every day on the news – whatever news you watch – international news, you see these buildings are being blown up.  It’s the weapon of choice.  Car bombs, truck bombs – it usually means buildings falling down on top of people, so if our armed forces are stationed around the world and we have this new asymmetric threat that we’re facing, it seems to me that that would be a capability we’d like to have in the force whether used here at home or overseas.  

I think I’ll stop there and give you a shot, General Snyder.

BG JAMES SNYDER:  Lots of things need to change in this process and it’s going to take a lot of hard work to make it happen.  Certainly the things that happened right after 9/11 and the year after that challenged our force from the readiness standpoint, and by that I mean – and this is really the root of General Helmley’s transformational effort, what we call the Federal Reserve Reinvention Initiative.  But the readiness piece was we had overstructured our units.  We had more forces that we had attached ourselves to than we had personnel authorizations, so one of the first tenets of the reorganization is to reduce that force structure, taking 37,000 spaces of force structure out of the Army Reserve.  We’re manning the remaining units.  We had a thing called the level of organization that we manned units at a lower level.  We are now manning the units at 100 percent.  

We also are establishing a TTHS account like the active Army has had for many years.  Twelve percent the active Army has.  We’ve established 10 percent as our trainee, transient, holdee, and student account, which means anybody who is not deployable in that unit isn’t in the unit and is not causing the readiness to be degraded, they are placed over in this account so that the people in the unit are fully deployable at all times and that’s really the key to improving that readiness.  Removing the overstructure, establishing the TTHS account, manning the units at 100 percent – now, that gets you readiness and readiness is really part of the equation on what kind of forces do you need and what roles do they perform.  

As a part of the personnel process, we are also using what the Army – the active Army is using the delayed entry program to put nondeployable new soldiers that haven’t gone to basic and AIT and to also keep them outside of deploying units.  

We also established a – or are establishing an individual augmentation account – augmentees.  A lot of the Army’s needs is to expand capability – a surge capability to existing organizations, and so they ask for personnel to augment their staffs to stand up the 24-hour operation centers and so forth, and those are individuals, not units, that fill that.  Unfortunately, when the requirement comes to the Army, it comes – it has to go through a derivative UIC process and we take a person out of a unit to fill that requirement.

LTG Blum:  If you don’t know what that is, if you ever passed a kidney stone, it’s a lot like that.  (Laughter.)

BG SNYDER:  The process is not fun.  Yes, sir, that’s – but the individual augmentee account will allow us to have a set – right now it starts at 2,000 personnel – that are available to fill these individual shortages and expansion requirements right off the bat.  We do need to streamline the mobilization process and I really don’t think we’ve made a lot of progress in the last three years.  

We still are looking at – and I think if you go back and look at the request for forces for OIF1, you’ll see probably a 60-day – 45 to 60-day average between when the combatant commander requested forces and when they were actually approved for deployment and you’ll also see about a 60-day time it took to mobilize individuals and units to fill those requirements. 

So certainly the mobilization process is just a – as General Helmley likes to say – a legal change – a change in status.  Take them from reserve duty and put them in active duty.  It’s not a time-consuming or a bureaucratic process, but to be able to do that swiftly you have to be able to change our paradigm, and that is instead of mobilizing soldiers and units and then training them for their mission and them deploying them.  You now have to go to a new culture of training in peacetime to the same levels that you would in wartime; validating those unit capabilities and they you’re in the box, if you will, available to be deployed on very short notice.  So train, mobilize, and deploy as opposed to mobilize, train, and deploy.  It greatly cuts down the time.

Now, when you mentioned the 30 days as a time that if it’s needed in the first 30 days the requirement should shift into the active component, if you go back and look at what this kind of a readiness process might deliver you might not come up with a firm 30-day period.  You might come up with, well, certain types of units – small, specialized skill units of a single function might be available much less than that – port operations units, so on and so forth – so that you could get what you need based on their readiness, not necessarily based on a particular milestone or timeline in the planning process.

Now, certainly if you’re going to, as Michèle says and General Blum said as well, if you’re really raising the level of expectation and the nature of reserve component service if you’re going to come back to those folks every – once every five or six years.  I mean, that’s something that hasn’t happened in our previous culture and lifetime.  And you’re going to have to resource that requirement to a certain extent.  And so that still has to have a lot of work done on it to determine – because we’re just now seeing the attrition rate from the OIF1 phase that just redeployed and we’ve got the OIF2 cycle over there and we’re working on OIF3 for deployment this fall, so we’ll start to see some data about retention after this 12 months of deployment that OIF1 came from and then we can start putting a bead on what the incentives may need to become.  

But as they both said, the heart of this process is soldiers, their families, and the employers.  What is sustainable to that set, not just the soldier himself because he’s very well encouraged by the mission?  His motivation is up, his morale is high.  What can the family stand?  What can the employer tolerate and how do we go about structuring that into the process?

So that’s where this five or six-year training cycle and deployment cycle idea came from: to give soldiers and their families and their employers some level of expectations that they could be called during that time period, but once called they would be used and then put on the shelf for some not rigid period of time, but certainly a ballpark period of time before we would call them again.  And that’s the kind of cycle that we have to really get our force into.

What that does is give them that predictability that says, okay, I’m going to set myself up and my family up and my employer can tolerate this level of engagement and that’s how I’m going to structure my life if I’m going to stay in the reserve component.  Now, as Michèle says, there may be various levels.  You may go down to someone who is not able to make that level of commitment and they may be in a different kind of Reserve service program and that may be another effort that we take a look at – is a tiered level of commitment.

But in any event, the nature of Reserve service has changed already.  As we see folks deployed for extended periods of time and even a number of remobilizations of units and soldiers that we had not anticipated prior to this.  And we’re really stuck with the force structure that we had designed over the drawdown to meet what we thought was a couple of major theater wars and not much else, and so we’re using that structure, but it’s causing us real issues.

I think, to hit on a point that Michèle and General Blum both touched, is the reserve components have traditionally been a cost-efficiency measure for force structure that we knew we would need or we expected that we would need to fight a major war, but that we couldn’t really sustain the resourcing for 100 percent of the time.  So then you get into the tradeoffs and certainly the Army Reserve is a bit different from the National Guard in that it is complementary to the active component.  We have mostly support functions.  They have mostly combat functions.  So that mix has worked well up until now and now that we’re needing the support functions on a continuing basis you see both the active component and the reserve components being extended, but pretty high op-tempo.

But I think the cost-effectiveness will still be important.  In other words, there are things that you really can’t maintain on active duty perpetually, and civil affairs is a good example of it – special forces, engineers.  We have – I happen to command an engineer unit.  We have a number of licensed, professional engineers in our unit and several other engineer units across the country that the active component is not able to recruit and retain on a career-type basis, so there are things that really make sense – medical skills for depth and sustainment.  So those things are pretty important. 

And that gets you to the AC/RC balance and what that’s going to look like, so we’re certainly in the business of rebalancing and agree to that, as General Blum does, from the standpoint of making the changes necessary to keep our Army relevant for the long term and effective.

Now, when we really get to the heart of needing change, and a lot of things need to be changed – the mobilization process, the personnel processes, the incentives that we offer soldiers, and so forth, we need to come up with a flexible level of service.  We call it a continuum of service.  Maybe somebody goes active for a year or two and then they come back into the reserve component and so on and so forth.  We have to have a system that allows that to happen because you want to take maximum advantage of the soldiers that are available to you in that process.  

So we have to change our personnel systems to allow that.  We have to change, as I’ve already said, the mobilization system.  We really have to meet the mission requirement and the mission requirement is potentially a long-term, sustained operation of less intensity than we thought during a major combat operation.  In Iraq, we’ve got the same level of force and even higher than what we had for the major combat operation, but if you look around the world and think about where you might go in the future, it might not be as high a force, but you would need to sustain it over a period of time.  So that causes fundamental change.  

But I think the alternative, as general Blum said, if you try to build the reserve components for the major combat operation only and then put a very robust active component into the fold for the war on terrorism, you’re going to come out with the wrong answer, and that is you are going to lose that reserve component capability because you’re not going to resource it, you’re not going to equip it, and you’re not going to train it.  It’s all happened before and then you just end up with an active component and very little else.  And so I don’t think any of us really want to see it go down that path.  So we’re certainly supportive of change to make the former where we go, rather than the latter.

LTG BLUM:  I think one other thing needs to be said before we, I guess, take questions – before we pass to you, Doctor.  This is something different.  For those of you that have been observers of the Washington scene or the Pentagon scene for more than three years, what’s happening today has never happened before in the history of the United States Army going all the way back to George Washington.  In the revolutionary Army, there was a very different culture between the militia and the regulars and that fight – that friction exists at different levels and peaked about – I guess about 10 years ago in this town.  It doesn’t exist right now.  For the first time in the United States’ history, you have one army: active, Guard, and Reserve.  One team, one fight.  

Now, you’ve heard those words, but it was a bumper sticker a few years ago.  It’s reality today.  It’s huge.  It’s huge.  That’s one of the second or third order effects – positive effects that this 9/11, post-9/11 environment and the utilization of the reserve components in a no-kidding fight over an extended period of time.  I think too long a time, frankly.  I mean, a year of boots on the ground, I think, is too long, but so does General Schoomaker think it’s too long.  The chief of staff of the Army thinks it’s too long.  The chief of the National Guard thinks it’s too long.  The commander of the Army Reserve thinks it’s too long.  We all – that’s where we are because we don’t have our force balanced right.  We don’t have our capabilities packaged right.  We haven’t moved to modularity.  We haven’t gotten some other things right fast enough that we can do what we want to do and that’s put people in harm’s way for about six months at a time before we pull them out and send them back either to their home base or to their homes and families to get ready for the chance that they may come back again.  

But you have one Army that is together, and so anything that he is saying and that I am saying, I want you to clearly know is not at odds with what – if you had General Schoomaker sitting here, he’d be going, that’s right.  Or he’d be saying the same words and I’d be going, that’s right.  That’s probably really what would be happening.  (Laughter.)  He’d be saying it and I’d be saying, that’s right.  But the point is, in the past it would have never been that way and this is the first time ever that it’s like this and it’s important that it stay this way.  So if you don’t hear any of us trying to blow out each other’s candle – so I don’t want you to misunderstand my comments about the active force.  I’m saying right now it’s out of balance.  You need an active force; you need a Reserve force.  We need to figure out how much of which we need and how this country wants to resource and pay for that capability.  

An active force, like I say, is an expensive force.  It’s unmatchable in capability.  The only thing that I think matches it is when it blends with its reserve component and then it truly becomes remarkable because it brings in all the civilian-acquired skills to the active force that wouldn’t be resident in the active force.

All right.  I’ll shut up.  I’m biting into your time.  

MS. MLADE:  Thank you.  Yes, I’d like – I’m afraid we’re running a few minutes behind schedule, but we don’t want to shortchange Dr. Tighe Murray, so perhaps you could offer a few of your thoughts and then we’ll launch into Q&A.  Thank you.

CARLA TIGHE MURRAY:  Okay.  Well, it is a great pleasure to be invited to speak today, as someone who served in the resource communities of both the Pentagon and now on Capitol Hill.  And I do think that as we think about the way forward, thinking about the resource side of things is an important component.  

As you know, the Congressional Budget Office is a nonpartisan, analytical organization that issues no recommendations, and therefore let me just caveat my remarks today by noting that these are my own personal views and not those of my employer.  

The Reserve issues and particularly Reserve compensation issues have featured prominently both over on the Pentagon as well as on Capitol Hill in the 108th Congress.  You heard, of course, the remarks this morning from the two senators.  When I think about resource issues, and in particular let me pick up on the personnel side of things and the compensation side of things because I think compensation issues will have to be considered as part of transforming the reserve component.  Excuse me.  

I tend to distinguish between those parts of compensation that constitute cash pay –those would be things that go right into the service member’s pocket to be spent immediately.  There’s no restrictions on how it’s spent, so basic pay, any special pays and allowances, any cash soft of pay that goes in there.  To the extent one sees initiatives that would make up the difference between civilian pay and military pay for service members who are activates, that would be cash pay as long as there’s no restrictions on it.

One has seen some initiatives in addition to income maintenance type things.  There is in the fiscal 2005 National Defense Authorization Act, if it’s enacted, would authorize bonuses of about $6,000 – up to $6,000 for new officers in the selected Reserve.  And that is designed to target specific skill or manpower shortages, so those sorts of initiatives would be cash pay initiatives.  

The other side of things would be what I consider to be non-cash pay, and these are your benefits basically.  Benefits can take a number of different forms.  They’re sometimes in the form of subsidized food and housing and commissaries for example.  It can be medical care if it’s paid for by the government or subsidized by the government.  There are also a whole group of deferred benefits that people become entitled to if they serve their 20 years and retire or if they leave the military – when they leave the military and are entitled to veteran’s benefits.  And so I would include those increases or changes to veteran’s benefits as deferred compensation – non-cash.

Many of the proposals that have been talked about today, as well as more generally in the national discussion, are designed to improve non-cash pay.  And often by – as a means of giving reservists benefits closer to those seen by the active duty component.  For example, last year’s authorization bill eliminated restrictions on the commissary use for members of the Ready Reserve, retirees of the Ready Reserve who are less than 60 years old and their dependents.  Healthcare is one that has been talked about very frequently.  There have been a number of different measures considered as to how to improve access or change access for reservists to TRICARE – the Department’s healthcare system.  

But in addition to healthcare, another very important non-cash benefit is the retirement annuity and the Government Accountability Office – the GAO – last week issued a report noting that there have been five legislative proposals to allow Reserve retirees to receive their annuities sooner than they currently are allowed to.  Now you have to – when you retire, no matter what age you retire as a reservist, you need to wait till age 60 to receive your annuity.  Active Duty can begin receiving their retirement annuity as soon as they retire, and of course if you enter the military as an 18-year-old and put in your 20 years, you know, you’re 38 or 40 when you can start drawing your retirement pay.  So there have been a number of different initiatives that would sort of bridge that gap between active duty retirement benefit and the reservist retirement benefit.

I would note as we talk about the different changes to cash and non-cash benefits, that it is exceedingly difficult for policymakers anywhere to understand the total cost of military compensation.  There is no federal budget display that lays out all of the benefits, both those accruing immediately and those accruing to veterans and those accruing to retirees, from which policymakers can look and say, okay, if I toggle this tool – like the basic pay rate – what does that do and those sorts of things.

CBO did make a calculation earlier this year and estimated that about – only for active duty, mind you, not for reservists, but estimated that about 60 percent of total compensation was – takes the form of non-cash pay, and that is a relatively large share of compensation to take the form of non-cash.  Only 40 percent was cash pay.  And the total average compensation for active duty members was about $99,000 a year, which is more than most people carry around in their heads, and I think it’s – one reason is there is no – it’s very difficult to find a complete picture of what total compensation is.  

The costs are significant, as people have alluded to periodically today.  If one thinks about the cash bonus program provision that I mentioned earlier – the up to $6,000 cash bonus targeted to certain officers in the Reserves, that was estimated by CBO to cost only about $1 million a year.  In part, that was because at the time it looked like the Marine Corps was the only service ready to implement a bonus, but – so suppose it doubles or triples.  Well, then you’re talking about $2 million or $3 million a year.  

Compare that with the estimates for expanding access to TRICARE for reservists.  CBO has estimated that the average cost of providing healthcare in 2005 would be about $2,200 for single reservists per year and about $7,700 for reservists with dependents per year.  Now, how much of that – how that affects the total cost of a proposal depends on the specifics of the proposal.  In other words, if you have a proposal in which the reservists have to pay a certain percentage premium, well then those costs would go down for the government.  If you restrict it to give access to healthcare only for those reservists who are currently receiving unemployment compensation, which has been a proposal, then the total cost of that particular initiative is relatively low.  I think it’s like $121 million – million, yes – in 2005.  

However, broader proposals such as allowing both inactive and active members to enroll in TRICARE and authorization language that would allow DOD to pay a portion of the private health insurance premiums when reservists are called up – those sorts of things together were estimated to cost about $500 million in fiscal year 2005 and exceeding $1 billion a year in 2006 and beyond, so that’s a significant amount of money.  

Making the retirement benefit more comparable to the active duty benefit – I have not seen CBO estimates published for that.  The GAO in its report last week estimated the costs between about $3 billion and $20 billion over the next 10 years; again, varying by how early – how much you change the current benefit.

So if we establish or if we decide that it’s difficult to know exactly what total compensation is for the reservists and that proposed changes can be quite expensive, especially changes considered on the non-cash side, let me spend the last few minutes running through the views that would support why we would need to change Reserve compensation and then finish up by talking about the views of people who think maybe we shouldn’t be changing – rushing in to change Reserve compensation or at least not in this way.

You’ve hard some of the views today expressed about why we should change the current system of Reserve compensation.  We need to recognize, they would argue – some would argue, the strain of the long and frequent call-ups that we’ve seen really since 1996, although more extensively since September 11th, 2001, of course.  Many would argue we need to address the equity concerns between reservists and active duty.  They’re serving together next to each other in Iraq and so some would argue why are they being paid in a different way or a different amount?

We’ve heard a little bit about increasing the safety net for families and thereby promoting military readiness.  We’ve talked about addressing the transitional issues and the extra expenses that reservists face alone when called up and then again when they’re released from active duty.  The tradition between healthcare plans is one that has been talked about quite a bit.

And those who support changing the current system would note that under the current system many of the non-cash benefits are tied to installations.  Governor Ventura mentioned that today actually.  The commissary benefit can only be obtained if one goes to the commissary.  If you are a reservist who does not live near a commissary, you don’t really – you’re not really receiving that benefit.  The counseling services, a lot of the mental health services, may only be found – or support to families – may only be found on installations and reservists reportedly have had trouble accessing those.

And then some would note also that under the current system, reservists currently earn more for a day of reserve training than they do for a day of active duty and that bonuses and special pays are not widely used, and so there is a situation in which the financial incentives – notwithstanding patriotism, the financial incentives are towards not being activated as a reservist. 

Nevertheless, other people have expressed concerns about changing Reserve compensation at this time, and so I’ll run through those very briefly.  The link between total compensation and the decision to join the military or remain in the Reserves is very difficult to measure, particularly for non-cash benefits.  The value of the total package is difficult to know as well.  Some would argue that the current legislative proposals rely too much on non-cash benefits.  Cash benefits, some would argue, could be targeted to those skills or ranks most in need instead of being offered to all.  Remember, we have about more than 800,000 in the Selected Reserve: 300,000 approximately have been called up since September 11th, 2001; about 30,000 are now on their second deployment.  Exactly who are we trying to target?  

Some would argue that a cash benefit of one form or another could be more easily targeted to – you know, are you trying to address the 800,000?  The 300,000?  The 30,000?  Or those people in special occupations that are being used very intensively?  In addition, some would argue that cash benefits are not tied to particular installations – not tied to being handy to the base, and so on.  

Some would argue that the current proposals are not going to be valued by many of those who are currently facing the increased deployment schedule.  The GAO reported that only one in four members actually stay in the Reserves long enough to reach retirement.  The evidence suggests that most military members strongly prefer current compensation, cash compensation that is, to deferred compensation.  The estimates were about an 18 percent discount rate.  If you don’t follow discount rates, that means that a person with an 18 percent discount rate would value a dollar received in 20 years, say your retirement annuity was worth a dollar, you’d value that at about four cents today.  Okay?  A very high discount rate.  Thus, increases in veterans benefits or retirement benefits are not going to be valued as highly as current compensation.  

The last two points are that people who are concerned about changing the current system would say that we potentially could end up poaching from active duty.  In other words, if the compensation gap between active and Reserve becomes more and more narrow, why on earth would anyone stay in active duty?

And lastly, some people would argue that if the costs – when the cost per reservist begins to approach that of active duty, why would one – why not rely on the capabilities of a permanent career military force exclusively – active duty exclusively?  

So it is difficult to assess both sides of the coin as long as we’re in a situation in which total compensation is largely unknown to the people who need to make the decisions, and yet I think resource issues are going to continue to be tremendously important and an important tool by which the Guard and Reserve achieve the rebalancing and the restructuring they’re looking to achieve.

Thank you.

Questions & Answers

MS. MLADE:  Thank you very much.  We have a few minutes left.  I’d like to turn the microphone over to Ms. Flournoy, who will moderate the remaining part of the discussion.  

MS. FLOURNOY:  Great.  Well, we’ve talked enough, so the floor is now open for your questions.  I’d invite you to come up to the microphone, state your name and affiliation, and your question please.


Yes, sir?

Q:  My name is Ryan Ruffs (ph).  I’m in the Maryland National Guard and I’m also a cadet here at Georgetown Army ROTC.  But my question was, throughout the entire day I constantly heard about the Reserve and the Guard trying to be on par with the active duty.  Now, as I brought it up before, I was up at Aberdeen last week.  We are still training with Huey helicopters from 1969 and they got rid of our Cobras four years ago and we were supposed to get Apaches and we have not seen those.  We have a cavalry unit that should be training with those Apaches and Kiowa Warriors when in fact now they are getting their training in a flight simulator at Harrisonburg in Pennsylvania.  

Now, if you want to bring us – my question was – is, I know the Comanche program was discontinued and some of that money is supposed to be going to the Guard, but we haven’t heard anything about that or seen any changes.  That was one question.

And then one more question was, many of my friends have applied for federal law enforcement and – around this area and the problem is on the first page it says prior military service and then it says in small letters, if you are in Guard or the Reserve, check no.  So is that – many of them are saying, all right, are we now less of a soldier than the active duty because we can’t write yes, we are prior military service?

MS. FLOURNOY:  General Blum, would you like to address those questions?  (Laughter.)

LTG BLUM:  Yeah, I think I’ll handle that.  First thing, is it Ryan or Brian?

Q:  Ryan, sir.

LTG BLUM:  Ryan, on the aviation, General Schoomaker made a very courageous decision.  He cancelled Comanche.  Big, big program in the Army.  The reason he made – the primary reason he made the decision, and there were many reasons, but the primary reason he made the decision is that if you were allowed to keep the money in the Comanche program, which the Secretary of Defense assured him he would, he would be able to fix the Army aviation problem that exists today in the Guard and Reserve and active.  

Okay, so what you want to know is, okay, what’s that mean to you?  That means that he will recapitalize.  That means take back to zero flying hours about 1,400 aircraft in the Guard.  Basically, they’re remanufactured back to brand new depot capabilities – zero tac hours – zero flying hours on them.  And it allows him to buy up to about 800 brand new helicopters for the Army National Guard.  Now, you’re in the 158th Cav in the 29th Division, it sounds like.  Right?

Q:  No, sir.  I’m in company B, but they train alongside with us.

LTG BLUM:  Company B of what?

Q:  Company B of the 3rd, 126th.  

LTG BLUM:  Oh, okay.  All right.  But they train right alongside of you?

Q:  Yes, sir.  Up in Aberdeen.

LTG BLUM:  Okay.  When the Army decides what aircraft they’re going to put in their cavalry formations – their air cav formations, the aero-scout mission – whatever that airplane is is what you are going to get.  Okay?  It won’t be Comanche.  Because you’re in a light formation, it probably will not be an AH-64.  It probably won’t be a Longbow Apache either.  It’ll probably be some version that General Cody (sp) and the G-3 are working out, but they’ve got to figure that out for the other ACRs and the other Aero-cav units that are in the Army.  

When that happens, you will be an interchangeable part in terms of equipment, the size of your unit, the organization of your unit, the manning of your unit, the equipping of your unit, and the airplanes you fly will be identical to that of the active component.  So that decision hasn’t been made yet.  When it gets made, it will be announced and you will know immediately what you want to know.

Now, for the second question, how much active duty time do you have?

Q:  Oh, I have zero.  

LTG BLUM:  Then you’d check Guard and Reserve, okay.

Q:  Right.  I wasn’t talking about myself.  I was talking about –

LTG BLUM:  Well, that’s why I asked you, but if you had – if you were called up for Iraqi Freedom – mobilized – then I would check active duty time absolutely.  Okay?  But if you have zero, then you don’t put any on it, but of you had it – if you’d have been to the Balkans or you’ve been to the Sinai or you’ve been to Iraq or you’ve been to Afghanistan or Haiti or all of the above, which some have, then you’d check active duty time.  Absolutely.  

MS. FLOURNOY:  Thank you.  

Yes, sir?

Q:  My name’s Oliver Scott.  I was a former active Army and Reserve.  I wanted to thank you all for lending us your ears after giving us your ideas.  And all day today it seemed to me, to no surprise, that the two problems that keep coming up are manpower and money and it seems to me that both of these problems could be addressed by making the National Guard and the Reserve more like the militias that they were founded on and returning to the draft or some sort of a national service requirement.  And it goes back to what you said, sir – General Blum – about – because I agree 100 percent about the – Senator Kerry’s called it a back-end draft –

LTG BLUM:  Well, I want to make it clear.  I didn’t.  I don’t consider it to be a back-end draft.  No kidding.  I really don’t.

Q:  Right.

LTG BLUM:  I served in a draft army.  I don’t want to go back to that.  That was a lousy army.  It was a terrible army.  It was a very unfair draft and it did not produce the quality of soldiers that I’ve seen in the last 31 and a half years that the volunteer force has provided.  So if I have a vote in it, I would vote that we not go back to the draft because first of all as a military leader I want people that I’m taking to war that want to be there – that signed on for what we’re doing.  I don’t want to discover at the wrong possible moment that their heart and their head isn’t in the game because they put everybody else at risk.

There are some great reasons to have a draft, but it has been very poorly administered throughout the history of our nation.  It’s never been universal service.  That’s different, but a draft has been very inequitable, unfair, abused, and does not – and has not in the past provided the very most professional army that this nation needs.  This is Ph.D level warfare we’re engaged in right now.  This is not something where you want a soldier, sailor, or an airman who is in for two years and out the door because what you are leveraging right now is their maturity, their experience, their technical knowledge and you don’t accumulate that in a quick conscript army.  That’s what’s wrong with all the other armies in the world that are conscript armies.  They can’t get professional because they never can get beyond – they can’t develop an NCO corps.  They can’t develop a junior officer corps and that’s why we are the greatest land force, air force, and naval force that’s ever been on the history of the plant.  And I wouldn’t want to throw that out just because it costs a little bit.

You know, we hear $1 billion is a hell of a lot of money.  Yeah, it is if I’ve got to pay for it.  (Laughter.)  All right?  But if you take the collective treasures of this nation, how much are we spending in Iraq a month?  About $5.5 billion – with a  B – that we’ll admit to out of DOD.  That’s not anybody else government money going in there; that’s just DOD money going into Iraq.  That pays for five years of the benefits you talked about.  So this nation can afford it.  It has to decide whether it wants to afford it.

MS. FLOURNOY:  Yes, sir.  You’re the – you have the last word, or the almost last word.

Q:  My name is John McGuire.  I’m also a cadet at Georgetown.  I’d like to join the National Guard while I’m here in college and then transition into active duty.  My concern is –

LTG BLUM:  I can make your dreams come true, buddy.  (Laughter.)

BG SNYDER:  Do that today.

Q:  My concern, sir, is is there a possibility I could be frozen into the National Guard and be unable to transfer into active duty?

LTG BLUM:  No.

Q:  Not at all?

LTG BLUM:  Not at all.

Q:  Thank you, sir.

MS. FLOURNOY:  Great.  Well, should I conclude or would you like to?

MS. MLADE:  Yeah.  No, go ahead.

MS. FLOURNOY:  Let me just thank my fellow panelists for joining us in this discussion and thank you all for listening and for your great questions and for a very productive and thought provoking day.
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