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BODY:  
MODERATOR: General Pace, thank you very much for insightful remarks that have put a lot of very rich issues on 
the table. We would now like to open it to the floor for questions and answers. As you -- as I call on you to state 
your question, please state your organizational affiliation and your name before asking the general question. Thank 
you. Yes, in the back.  
 
GEN. PACE: Oh, here's a guy behind a camera.  
 
Q Hi, general. Jason Sherman (sp) from Defense News. GEN. PACE: Hi, Jason.  
 
Q I'd like to ask you about your definition of jointness. In 1996, jointness was -- one of the major definitions of 
jointness was as a toolbox with -- and inside this toolbox were the military services, the departments that combatant 
commanders could reach for whatever tool they needed as they did their job. One of your predecessors, Admiral 
Owens, a couple of years ago advanced an idea of jointness that saw the services as a more uniform entity. How do 
you view -- how do you define jointness today?  
 
GEN. PACE: I hope you'll allow me to revert to my early upbringing, and use my Marine experience as a way to 
answer your question. I remember when I was then Major General Reimer's (ph) executive officer in Korea, and we 
were out at an exercise in Korea, and there were problems between the services, because Goldwater- Nichols had 
just come on line, and we were not yet working the way we are working today. I remember saying to him that when 
the joint commander had command and control like an Marine air ground task force commander had that we would 
have done for the country what we needed to do. And that sounds like a parochial comment, but I don't mean it to 
be. Inside the Marine Corps the air commander, the ground commander and the logistician are all commanded by 
one commander. And that's just the way we grew up, and we were very comfortable with that. And that is what has 
now happened in the joint world. The Army commander, the Navy commander, the Air Force commander, are all 
commanded by one person, and that commander is making the decisions about force allocation. That to me is joint -- 
when everyone is on the same team, we all know we are on the same team. Just like inside the Marine family the 
ground commander, the air commander, may have difference of opinion about how best to do something; when the 
senior commander says, This is the way it's going to be, everybody says, Aye- aye, sir. In the joint world the same 
thing happens now -- didn't happen 15 years ago. But now the commander in chief of a region with a joint task force 
commander listens to his subordinates -- each with their service views on how best to do something, makes a 
decision, and there's not food fights and squabbling. People go about the business and do their business.  
 
Is it perfect? Of course not. Do people walk away sometimes saying, Jeez, you know, it would have been better if 
we had gone left instead of going right? Sure. But does everyone recognize the absolute authority of the joint 
commander to command his or her joint force? You bet. That to me is true jointness, when everybody understands 
that you speak your mind, you articulate your opinion, you do the best you can to give your boss your best advice, 
and then you execute the mission as determined by him.  



 

 

 
Q How would you characterize support, or a lack thereof, in DOD for this view that you are talking about? Is there 
resistance to this idea?  
 
GEN. PACE: No. No. In fact, I will tell you -- I won't tell you the official, because it's not fair to him -- but a 
civilian in the department the other day said, You know, we really need to stop talking about joint, because 
everything we do is joint. And what we really need is a name now for the things that are not joint, because that's so -
- such a small piece of the pie that is left. Now, I don't know what word we could possibly pick out, but that's really -
- and that's a view from somebody who has not been in the department for a long time, who is now watching what 
goes on, and is saying to themselves, Things really are joint here, and in fact why do we keep saying joint, joint, 
joint, when we're all joint. Okay? Does that answer it? Thanks, Jason.  
 
Q Waldo Freeman. I am from the Institute of Defense Analysis, and my question is related to the point you made 
about the JROC, and also transformation. The services are currently frantically working on their transformation road 
maps. My question is: Is someone on the joint staff working on a joint transformation road map, which I would 
argue is the most important one?  
 
GEN. PACE: Well, thanks, Waldo. You promised me you'd ask a tough question -- I'm glad you did. First of all, I 
should acknowledge the fact that General Freeman is one of the mentors of mine from my days in Japan, and he was 
a great commander of U.S. Army Forces, Japan -- Waldo, great to see you again.  
 
I'd like to step back even further from your question, and answer it this way -- and if I don't answer you completely, 
come on back at me. Before you can transform you have to at least have an idea of where you might like to be in 15 
years from now. I think one of the best things that we can do from the Pentagon standpoint is define how much -- let 
me say it differently -- define what capabilities we want to deliver in various parts of the world in what timelines. A 
piece of that would be how much of your front-line combat power do you want to be able to deliver in Afghanistan 
in what timeline? If we are able to define -- even if we only use the chain saw approach in the first attempt at doing 
this -- if we are able to tell the services that under this umbrella we want X percent of our ground forces to be able to 
arrive within two weeks; Y percent to arrive within 30 days; Z percent to arrive within two months -- the same thing 
with our ships and our planes -- we will be able to give to the service chiefs and the service secretaries an umbrella 
inside of which they can determine whether or not what they are trying to do is in step with what the secretary of 
Defense has told them to do.  
 
Let me see if I be a little better -- give you a little better example of that. If you feel that you want to have five 
divisions capable of getting to a particular place within a particular timeframe, and you tell the Army that that's what 
you would like, that allows the Army then to come forward to you as the secretary of Defense and give you options 
to be able to have five divisions in that place on earth at a certain time. You can forward-base them; you can have 
access that you can fly into; you can have forward presence aboard ship; or you can deploy from the United States. 
It also allows you to say that to deploy from the United States today it would take two weeks to get there, or a month 
to get there. And therefore we need to transform the ships, because we need 50-to-70-knot ships instead of 20-knot 
ships. Or you might say we need to transform the fuel or the ammunition in such a way that we are able to 
significantly reduce the footprint that we need to move from the United States to the theater.  
 
I'm going to dance around this a little bit, but let me keep going, because in Desert Shield/Desert Storm it took 10 
airplanes to service one target. In Afghanistan it takes one airplane to service two targets. I am not sure what the 
math is there, but that's a huge difference. That also means that those number of airplanes -- 9 of those airplanes can 
stay home. That means that the bombs that they would have dropped don't have to be brought to the theater to be 
dropped, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.  
 
So we need to first tell ourselves and have the secretary tell us then what the overall concept is for deployment of 
U.S. forces overseas, and then start plugging the pieces into that, so that whether it's dropping bombs and 
transformational smaller weapons, bigger yield per pound; whether it's better accuracy so that you don't have to drop 
as many bombs; whether it's better stand-off so you don't have to have as many anti-missile missile things; whether 
it's less ammunition needed, therefore fewer shiploads going over. You can just work that down to whatever level 
you happen to be working -- if you're Major Pace in the Pentagon working on a significant piece of this.  
 



 

 

So I think that is the answer that I would give you on transformation. And if that's not what you were looking for, 
come on back and I'll try again.  
 
Q Specifically it's a road map. The services -- the services are about to produce a road map by the end of June I 
think. And how then will DOD basically harmonize those road maps and figure out whether they are all 
synchronized -- which they won't be -- or whether there are gaping holes? There are capabilities that aren't addressed 
-- the HDLD issues and so on that aren't addressed by the specific road maps that can only be addressed at the joint 
level.  
 
GEN. PACE: The joint staff and the OSD staff need to help the secretary the guidance I talked about, and then the 
JROC, among others, needs to take on the mission of harmonizing and not being the ones that make it happen but 
the ones that help analyze whether or not what each service is doing is in fact on target for the road map. But, more 
importantly, and the piece I am not quite clear in my own mind yet how to do, but I know I need to do it, is to help 
get the JROC out in front of this a little bit -- help lay out the road, rather than grade the people's homework.  
 
So the services are doing what they should be doing. We need to help the secretary, I believe -- my personal opinion 
is we need to help the secretary give them the guidance so they have a comfort level that where they are going is 
where he wants them to go. And then we need to help define the road, so that every service isn't trying to provide 
every capability by themselves. Does that answer it? Thanks, Waldo.  
 
MODERATOR: I will use the prerogative of the chair to ask the following question: As you lay out the 
transformation vision and better define the objectives for the joint community, do you foresee any particular roles 
and missions issues needing to be addressed or further clarified as part of that process? Are there any of those that 
you anticipate at this point in the process?  
 
GEN. PACE: I don't anticipate them. But I'd also be kind of naive if I didn't think that there would be some. I just 
don't know what they would be. But clearly once you lay out a vision of what capabilities the United States is going 
to need 15 to 20 years from now, each service is going to want to be the provider of those capabilities. I t's natural. 
The trick is to assist the services early rather than late in understanding how much of that capability we are relying 
on them to provide. Otherwise what I believe would happen is that each service rightfully so will try to provide the 
very best army -- we have the best army in the world, and everybody who has any responsibility at all for keeping it 
that way is going to want to keep it that way. And when you put a target on the horizon, the army is going to say, 
We can do that, and they are going to go with all their systems and planning to provide that. The Marines are going 
to do the same thing. The Air Force is going to do the same thing. There's redundancy, which is good -- and 
duplication, which probably isn't -- or the other way around, whichever is the right way to say that. But that's where 
I think folks like in the joint staff and in the JROC can help the secretary of Defense and help the service secretaries 
in defining the various roles. Now, I am not saying that we will do that. I think I misspoke when I said it that way. 
We want to assist the secretaries in defining who ought to be doing what.  
 
Q (Off mike) -- from CSIS. You talked about the future of jointness, and you talked about the role of perhaps the 
military example in a military-civilian jointness between agencies -- you mentioned the FBI in the future. Could you 
tell me a little bit more about your vision for the role of military in homeland security? And I guess that's probably 
what you were thinking about when you mentioned that.  
 
GEN. PACE: Thank you for assuming I have a vision. (Laughter.) Homeland security is very much in the learn-as-
we-go mode right now, I believe. And I don't mean that pejoratively. I just mean it is now something that has come 
upon us, in that we want to have the right capabilities in the military,but we want to also make sure that the proper 
agencies in the government function inside the United States. So there is certainly a piece of homeland security that 
can and should be taken on by the armed forces of United States. But there's a huge piece of homeland security that 
rightfully belongs to the police forces in all their various guises inside the United States and the other agencies in the 
United States government that are responsible for emergency response and the like.  
 
The stand-up, if the president approves, makes a final decision to go forward with standing up Northern Command, 
will assist the U.S. military in having one commander who is responsible for the U.S. military's contribution to 
homeland security. That individual, through the secretary of Defense and the secretary's staff at the Pentagon, will 
then be plugged into the other agency that governs -- certainly Governor Ridge's Homeland Security Council. But 



 

 

the exact mechanism for how that is going to work I can't -- I know you told me I have a vision, but I can't see that 
far yet to tell you exactly how to make it work, because we need to stand this up, give it its responsibilities, and let it 
experiment and find the best way to pull things together.  
 
There's no doubt how the military piece is going to work. There's going to be a boss, and there's going to be folks 
working for him or her, and we are all going to say what we do to our boss. But a huge piece of this is going to be 
sharing of information and sharing responsibilities amongst the FBI and the other law enforcement agencies. And, 
oh, by the way, the governor's National Guard units before mobilization and the like. So there's an awful lot out 
there that we haven't done before that we need to do efficiently and effectively. And in Pete Pace's opinion, is we 
need to do it in a way that protects the Constitution of the United States in that the U.S. military only does those 
things that only the U.S. military can do inside the United States. I think there are many other agencies out there 
who rightfully so should be taking on the major pieces of that. Did that answer it, or do you want me to go at it from 
a different angle?  
 
Q Let me try a quick follow-up. Are there specific roles that you think the military is best suited to accomplish that 
the current make-up of the civil agencies would not be as best suited?  
 
GEN. PACE: The sea approaches, the air approaches to the country certainly we're best suited to take care of. In the 
area of emergency response, disaster response, the fact that our National Guard units and our Reserve units are 
already forward-deployed so to speak throughout the United States, and are positioned, well-positioned to respond 
quickly to disasters, and would respond in any event to a disaster in their neighborhood -- I think those kinds of 
capabilities can be brought forward.  
 
The questions are if you think about an attack on the United States, what kinds of response mechanisms do you want 
the country to have? Which ones do we have right now, and which ones don't we have? For those that we don't have, 
who best should have those? Should your military bring those or should your police department bring it or the fire 
department? -- but to make conscious decisions about who you want to have fill whatever those gaps are.  
 
And I think that there are things that the military rightfully so should be looked to by our fellow citizens to provide 
to homeland security. And there are things that you can to in your Reserve and Guard units that not only augment 
homeland security, but augment warfighting capability. For example, just chemical decontamination. If you 
increased your Reserve chemical decontamination, then you would be assisting and being prepared to assist inside 
the United States; but also you have a combat capability that you could deploy overseas. I think there are those kinds 
of things that the military can do. But specifically what those are, we have to get into this and start working it real 
hard. And there are people working it. I'm just not that close to it to be able to articulate the specifics.  
 
Q Sir, I am Jim Kurtz (ph) from the Joint Advanced Warfighting program at the Institute for Defense Analyses. To 
go back to the conversation you had with General Reimer and the need for the joint world to get like the MAGTAF 
(ph) command and control structure -- if you look at MAGTAFs (ph), you've got standing headquarters, MEFS (ph), 
new headquarters, and you recently brought back the Marine Expeditionary Brigade headquarters.  
 
In the joint world the only real counterpart is the unified command headquarters, which by Goldwater-Nichols are 
organized as the CINC sees fit. They are trained under the supervision of the chairman. But there is really nobody 
that's charged to equip them with the tools that they need to become equal or equivalent to that MAGTAF (ph) 
command and control. Each headquarters is supported under an executive agent -- responsibilities by one of the 
military departments. And so the result is that every CINC then has a command and control system that is developed 
on its own. They don't necessary -- they have difficulty exchanging information -- they have to fall back to e-mails 
and faxes and so forth when there's a crisis. So the question is -- I know that there's work going on in the standing 
joint headquarters. But do you foresee the need for someone to have organized train-and-equip responsibility for 
joint entities, like a JTF headquarters similar to what the military departments have now for the service headquarters 
that provide command and control?  
 
GEN. PACE: I definitely see a need for a standing joint headquarters. Now, each CINC would tell you that he has 
something like that today, because over time, for the last 15 years, the CINCs have in fact assigned their service 
component commanders, or some entity that they control -- they only have two or three of these -- that are able to be 
joint task commanders. And they would tell you that they do in fact have the ability to go and do -- and have a 



 

 

nucleus for a joint force. That's true.  
 
But your point is also true in that each of those has been developed kind of in our own kitchens.  
 
The last Defense Planning Guidance -- no, I'm sorry, correction -- the QDR -- one of the studies that was directed 
was the -- by the secretary -- was to look at a standing joint headquarters. That report is due this month. Joint Forces 
Command has a responsibility to experiment with all the input from other CINCs in the upcoming millennium 
challenge exercise that has really begun already, but the main part is in August of this year -- to see what of the good 
ideas that have been fed to him really work best together. So I think you will see in the next year or so a definition of 
a standing joint force headquarters that all the CINCs can embrace and have as their template for their nucleus for 
their joint force.  
 
If we get that, then I don't see a need right now -- although I could be -- my mind could be changed if the 
experimentation process tells us something different. But the fact that that headquarters is going to need 
communications gear, and that we will have experimented and determined what that communications gear is, it 
simply means to me that we are going to go out and buy a like set of equipment for the CINCs if they don't already 
have it. But I don't see that as a joint man training equip issue, but rather a joint requirement to define joint need to 
define the joint requirement. It could be when you start resourcing that that what you say -- well, I don't know if you 
suggested it or not -- you asking the question -- but it may be that you need some kind of a system to buy that kind 
of joint equipment.  
 
Q (Off mike)?  
 
GEN. PACE: You may down the road, but we don't -- we have not defined the issue well enough yet to know that. I 
don't see a need for that, but I don't reject the possibility that you would need it. I think we will have a better answer 
to that in about a month -- a year to 18 months, when we in fact get the decisions on what this entity will look like, 
and then see what it needs to function, and then see who provides that.  
 
Q (Off mike) -- military attache. Wearing my country's uniform, I have to ask you the question. Beyond jointness, 
the question of combinedness is also part of your top agenda, because as we have seen in the recent past, there is no 
major conflict where there is no coalition-building. And General Franks did his best in experimenting, but there 
were also some corners on that road when the coalition was actually forming. Now, if one thing has been changed 
by NATO the years of -- the decades of its existence -- was that everybody spoke the same language and they 
understood each other well. How high do you see in the learning process on the agenda the need to operate 
combined -- and is it increasing in value or is it as a matter of fact as it sometimes seems at the moment, decreasing?  
 
GEN. PACE: That's a great question, thanks. I consider the need to operate -- to be capable of operating combined 
to be absolutely critical. Now, I said "capable," because we would not want the absence of coalition partners to 
prevent us from being able to take action, if that's what our leadership determined was important. On the other hand, 
I think it would be a disaster to design a force that could not plug and play with our friends around the world, and 
make it so that by necessity you had to be on the battlefield yourself, because nobody else could talk to you or drop 
the same ordnance as you, or be inside the same systems as you. So as we look to transform the U.S. military, we 
absolutely -- in my mind -- you asked me my opinion -- I am giving you my opinion -- we absolutely must continue 
to have the ability to work on the same battlefield and the same airspace with our friends and partners. It's essential. 
And that's not hard to do, if you remember you have got to do it. If at the creation of the system, whatever that 
system is, we remember that we need to be able to talk to our NATO partners, for example, as well as we talk to 
ourselves, then it's okay. It's when you bring something on line and then remember you could have had a V-8, to use 
a U.S. commercial -- that's when you start backfilling it -- that's where things really start becoming a problem.  
 
This is a coalition world. I believe what my secretary says is right -- that we should let the mission define the 
coalition, and not let the coalition define the mission. But I also believe that for every mission there's a coalition that 
could be put together that will make the execution of that mission more effective and certainly more collaborative 
for all of us who are in this together.  
 
So your question is exactly on the mark. It is something that we worry about when we sit at the Joint Requirements 
Oversight Council looking not only at the joint piece but whether or not we are going to close the gap with our 



 

 

friends or widen the gaps with our friends as far as intereoperability is concerned by taking this system. Does that 
answer your question? Thanks.  
 
Q (Off mike) -- Royal Navy, the U.K. Naval Attache. If I can follow-up that question just a little. Right now there is 
a capability to do a limited amount of joint experimentation through NATO and coalitions, using the linkage 
between the joint forces command and SACLANT in Norfolk. The new unified command plan is likely to break that 
linkage at the highest level. And I wonder what your thoughts are in trying to make sure that ability to link together 
in experimentation terms may be dealt with once that linkage is broken.  
 
GEN. PACE: Thanks. First of all, as you know, but I need to make sure I say it, any decision about what will happen 
with the SACLANT hat will be a NATO decision, and I know my government fully intends on discussing it with all 
the other NATO members before making a decision.  
 
From our perspective, if we can find a solution that separates the responsibility of the SACLANT commander from 
the responsibility of the U.S. joint forces commander, that would free him up to focus on joint combined 
experimentation and all the things that we expect him to do to help us transform, without also having the 
responsibility which is extremely important and deserves the attention it's getting that the SACLANT has. So if 
there's a way that NATO is comfortable with that allows those two to be separated, from our perspective that would 
be good, so that that commander could focus on his or her missions -- on his U.S. missions.  
 
Having said that, that does not mean -- it is not by definition that we would then sever our links all of our NATO 
partners and coalition partners as far as experimentation. I could even argue -- in fact, I will argue -- that this will 
free him up to be thinking more about how to have combined experiments; free him up more to think about what he 
is about to do that will either make it easier or harder for us to work interoperability in the future.  
 
So your -- I understand the concern. We -- I am not the government -- I'll stop saying "we" -- the people I listen to 
understand the concerns in NATO. Those discussions will happen. But if a determination is made that it's possible 
for the joint -- U.S. joint forces commander to be a separate person, then that person I think will be in a better 
position to ensure combined experimentation, et cetera. Okay?  
 
Q (Off mike) --  
 
MODERATOR: (Off mike) -- recording.  
 
GEN. PACE: Recording? You didn't tell me you're recording.  
 
Q Adam Siegel (ph), Northrup Grumman Analysis Center. First of all, just a quick comment.  
 
The pharmaceutical comment was a very interesting one to hear, because it's such at odds with what we hear about 
zero defect mentality and how that rules much of personnel evaluations throughout the military if not elsewhere.  
 
But switching gears a little bit, some of your comments seem to drive toward a buzzword that you didn't use, which 
is you were talking about deploying capabilities; but then you slipped to talking about how many aircraft or how 
many divisions would deploy. And then you ended the conversation again about capabilities in response to a 
question. And also, talking about your responsibilities on the JROC, in responding to the DPG, you went from what 
we are doing, been doing, is looking at specific acquisition programs and giving the check mark yes or no on those. 
And what I want to be doing, if I understood what you said you would like to be doing is to be focusing on key 
issues, and then seeing where the gaps are on those issues. Are you talking about you would like your focus when it 
comes to requirements to be capabilities-based acquisitions? Is that the buzzword you view as key for defining 
requirements for the future?  
 
GEN. PACE: Thank you for listening to my words so carefully. (Laughter.) And I am sure that if I get a chance to 
review this tape, I will say, Ew, I could have used better words than that. What I am really trying to portray -- and I 
am comfortable that this is a family environment, so forgive me if my words are not as precise as I would like them 
to be. What I am saying is as a nation we need to define what capabilities we want to be able to deliver, and in what 
timelines we want to deliver those capabilities. Once that general context is set, then those of us who are working 



 

 

inside the processes can use that as a template or a benchmark for whether or not what we are about to work on -- 
whether it be a plane or ship or whatever it is -- whether or not that's going to get us closer to that desired end state 
or not. And that's all I am really trying to say. But I do believe you start with your -- the capabilities which you want 
the nation to have. And then work the pieces of those capabilities. And I also believe that the capability can be 
delivered in multiple different ways. And there's no doubt in my mind that each services will be able to define for 
you a way in which that service can provide that capability for you. And therefore you have to have a way to pull all 
that together and determine whether or not the Army or the Air Force ought to be doing a particular thing that allows 
that capability to exist within a certain timeline 8,000 miles from here. Okay? Does that answer it?  
 
Q I might come back for a quick follow-up. It's more the question being is then coming from the process perhaps 
should be if we are looking for 10 to 15 years out, how do we fight and prevail in this environment rather than, How 
do I get 10 divisions there? Is that perhaps -- I mean, the requirement that going to the services if we go back 20 
years would have been how do we defeat a Soviet invasion -- the capability to defeat a Soviet invasion of Western 
Europe, rather than how do I get 10 divisions in 10 days?  
 
GEN. PACE: I think what I would say to you is that we don't know exactly what the threat is going to be. And we 
can sit and discuss three or four or five possible scenarios 15 years from now. And then we can take the worst case -
- meaning the one that would require the most strength -- and use that as the capabilities we would need based on 
today's best understanding of what the future might look like, accepting the fact that if you have those capabilities 
you can do a lot of things below that level. So I don't see perhaps the play on words that you do with regard to the 
capabilities issue. Because what I am saying is you might decide that the biggest threat you think you'll face in the 
next 15 years might require five divisions to be present on scene inside of a month, and that you would like another 
five to ten divisions to show up in the next month or so. If you were to come to that kind of a conclusion, and you 
were to tell your army that, then your army can take its deployment mechanisms and it can take its readiness levels, 
and it can do a lot of things that cost money, because speed costs money -- and it can adjust what it is buying and 
how it is buying it to meet that objective of putting a certain capability out onto the battlefield in a certain timeline. 
If you don't at least use that kind of a meat ax approach, chain saw approach, you can't start the cycle of what is it 
we think we need, giving the definition to the services, having them come in with their ideas, seeing a better way to 
do it, refining what you told them to do, and going through that cycle several times. And then you also then have 
folks like me who give an admission -- are going to say, Ew, everything I've got I've got to have focused on being 
there as quick as I can get it there, because I owe you that, because you haven't told me I don't have to. So I am 
going to give you the best I ca give you. But if you don't need me to have the entire Marine Corps there, you only 
need me to have one third of the Marine Corps there in a certain period of time, then the number of ships you buy, 
the number of planes you buy, the number of prepositioned locations you have -- all those things change drastically 
based on what kind of combat power you want to apply and how fast you want to apply it. I don't know if I am doing 
a good enough job of explaining that -- explaining what I am thinking to you, but that's -- it's an iterative process 
that requires a gross cut the first time and refinements each time after that, based on what you learn when the 
services try to do what you ask them to and what your experiments tell you work best. Is that closer? Thanks.  
 
Q Alyce Bride (ph), Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. If I could ask you to take sort of a macro step 
back in terms of the resource allocation and look at the congressional appropriations and authorizations process, 
while the PPBS system takes a service request and turns it into what would be a unified budget request, the actual 
allocations made by Congress do go to the services. And depending upon the efficacy of their legislative liaison 
offices, the unfunded priorities lists and those sorts of activities, do you see that as a failure of the joint system? And 
would you change it? And, if not, could you tell me why?  
 
GEN. PACE: You want me to answer that question, and go to work tomorrow? (Laughter.) There's no doubt in my 
mind that there's more than one force at work in Washington, D.C. My lane in that is to try as best I can to help the 
secretary of Defense allocate resources. I told you I don't think I have done that as well as I am capable of doing it, 
because I have not yet used my authorities in a way that would best assist. And I am going to go do that.  
 
The fact that then there will be service budgets built that will be approved by the secretary of Defense, that will then 
be approved by the president and submitted to Congress, and that Congress will then do whatever it wants to do, is 
of great interest to me, but beyond my ability to control. So I am going to waffle on my answer to you and scoot 
away from it, because it doesn't make any difference what I think. It just makes a difference in what I do inside the 
lane that I have been given -- and I've got a pretty good lane to drive in, and I like to drive fast. So I am going to do 



 

 

that. And I think there's enough that I haven't done right yet that will keep me busy enough that I don't have to worry 
about what other people are or are not doing right or wrong. And now I can go to work tomorrow. (Laughter.)  
 
Q Frank Kramer (sp) -- (inaudible). Would you give us your thoughts of the requirements and the transformation 
potential for information operations and how you see them having played a role both in Afghanistan and in the war 
on terrorism?  
 
GEN. PACE: The requirement and the opportunity in the information operations world is huge. And we had a 
misstep. We recognized that we were not doing as well as we should have been doing, and then the entity which was 
stood up to help us do it better didn't, so it went away. So we need to think of a new entity to do it correctly in the 
future.  
 
It's best -- because it is going to be a warfighting skill and capability, and because there's going to be other agencies 
other than the U.S. military that will participate in this, it is going to require some type of mechanism that 
coordinates all of what the government is doing. Again, this is -- might be a perfect place to try to apply a new 
template for how the interagency can work to further the nation's goals. It just might be exactly the place to try it, 
Frank.  
 
The U.S. military's piece of this is going to be most likely embedded in Space Command, so that the CINC can 
apply his brain power and his staff's brain power to that, and they can come forward to the secretary of Defense. But 
there's a lot more we can be doing and should be doing there. And if all you had to do is look at public opinion polls 
in other places in the world to understand that who we think we are, and who others think we are, are not the same in 
many, many places.  
 
If we can get the information operations part done properly, I could argue that you could preempt a war by getting 
the right information to the right people in a timely fashion. I am talking about accurate information to the right 
people. You may not, but if you don't try you sure won't.  
 
So I -- in thinking and talking at the same time, that might just be the right place to try out a new template. Does that 
answer it, sir? Thanks, Frank.  
 
Q (Off mike) -- as a corollary to that question on information operations, could you talk intelligence? I offer 
intelligence as a light motif. Your three themes -- global war on terrorism, the JROC and transformation. The global 
war on terrorism is all about the intelligence support to that complex campaign. The JROC, although not sexy, many 
of those systems that come across your desk and at that table are command and control communications, intelligence 
surveillance, reconnaissance C4ISR systems. And then transformation -- how you see the intelligence system having 
to change to keep pace, given the likes of Goldwater-Nichols.  
 
GEN. PACE: I don't think I'm smart enough to answer your question in the detail it deserves. I can give you a one 
over the world shot -- I'll give you a general answer to your very specific question. But it goes back to the German 
officer's question about coalitions as well. And that is what kind of intel we want, who do we want to share it with, 
what platforms do we need to do that. Is it best satisfied by putting an X dollar satellite in orbit, or is it better 
satisfied by buying Y number of small unmanned air vehicles? How are we going to do all that? So, again, I am into 
the basic construct of let's decide what we want and who we want to share it with, and then determine the various 
systems that can provide that to us, and then select the systems that will be most survivable -- perhaps redundant 
when it comes to intelligence -- and figure it out from there.  
 
So that the non-sexy JROC part of that would be when the services begin to determine that the Army should fill this 
part of the intel need in this way. And the Navy is going to fill this part of the intel need in another way. And we 
should be taking a look at those solutions and making sure that they are joint, combined, perhaps least expensive -- 
not necessarily least expensive -- and the like. But I can't drill down into that question in the kind of specific way 
that you asked it, just because I don't have the intelligence background to answer other than in the general sense of 
how it would come past my desk. Sorry.  
 
Q Mike Donnelly (ph) from Hickson (ph) Associates. If I could take the question up a notch and ask it from this 
direction: What do you see as the joint systems' responsibility for ensuring interoperability? And are the necessary 



 

 

processes in place in the joint system to make that happen?  
 
GEN. PACE: I consider it the joint systems' absolute responsibility to ensure interoperability. And I am proud of my 
predecessors who have put the JROC system together, and have taken it from looking at systems that were already 
being built, and saying, Oh- oh, we need to fix that -- to putting the joint door at the beginning of the process now so 
that you cannot get a major system started without the JROC saying, Yes, this meets joint. So that's the good news.  
 
And the next step then is taking the next step further down the road, which is how do we pull things out of the 
system and help lay out the road ahead, instead of following the vehicle in front of us. But I consider it an absolute 
responsibility of the joint world to bless and ensure that multi-billion-dollar systems are born joint and combined.  
 
Q General, you talk about transformation --  
 
MODERATOR: Sir, please identify yourself.  
 
Q Sorry. Colin Robinson (ph) with -- (inaudible) -- Defense Information. You talked about transformation earlier, 
and you said you couldn't define it. And there are two to three different definitions of transformation floating around 
the Defense Department. Is that a problem, and is it necessary to come up with a joint vision of transformation 
before you have four or five different services floating off in their own directions and getting things into a difficult 
mess?  
 
GEN. PACE: Hmm. There's a distinction between having a common vision of where you want to be at the end of 
10, 15, 20 years -- which is doable, and understanding of the transformation road that you are going to take to get 
there, which at this point in time may or may not be definable. So when I say to you I can't define for you 
transformation, it's because I can't pick out the words that lay out to me in a satisfactory way something that defines 
the totality of what it takes to transform an organization. That does not mean that we are going to have four to five 
organizations going off in different directions, because the secretary of Defense is going to define four of them 
where he wants them to be 10, 15, 20 years ago from now. So that where we are going will be defined , at least for 
the mid-term future. How to get there I think is going to be very much an iterative process. And there may be people 
in this room who could put word down on paper and define transformation.  
 
I've sat in on eight meetings in the last month and a half, with all the senior leadership in the department, going over 
-- I think it's down to 12 slides now -- the words that we believe help us explain to everybody who needs explaining 
to what transformation means. But you can't take slide 5 and put it up by itself; you have got to look at slides 1 
through 12. And when you're done, what you have is an understanding of a process -- yet you still have not yet -- 
you still have not seen the single slide that says, transformation is da-da-da-da-da-dah -- because the words don't fit 
yet.  
 
If you have a transformation definition, give it to me -- I'd love to have it.  
 
MODERATOR: (Off mike.)  
 
Q I'm Ted Atkiss (ph) from the Institute of Land Warfare. Last fall there was an article in Foreign Affairs, where the 
author was suggesting that Goldwater-Nichols had brought great power to the military side of the equation in DOD. 
And his solution to that, to balance it out again, was to beef up the OSD staff. Have you had to deal with those kinds 
of questions at all?  
 
GEN. PACE: It's an interesting question, because no, I haven't. And if you hadn't said it the way you said it, I would 
have told you that in my mind it's strengthened civilian control of the military. It gives a very direct chain of 
command from the president to the secretary of Defense, and the secretary of Defense to his commander in chief in 
the field. And that's the guy who is going to be executing the president, with the secretary's orders, in combat. That 
is a very direct chain, and it is much cleaner now than it was pre-Goldwater- Nichols. So I -- as a citizen, I am much 
more comfortable with a system that has come from Goldwater-Nichols, then looking back I should have been with 
the system before that. This strengthens civilian control in my mind.  
 
Q I have to add one other suggestion that the writer had was that since the CINC occupies a position of great 



 

 

political as well as military influence and concern, that we should have opportunities for direct appointments of non-
military people, but with diplomatic experience, or DOD experience, into these positions of high command. 
(Laughter.)  
 
GEN. PACE: Sometimes my sense of humor will get me in trouble. Let me see if I can pick that piece by piece. It is 
true that the commanders in chief -- the U.S. commanders in chief have some political influence. But if a CINC is 
smart about the way he does business, that it's done very much in support of the ambassadors, who are the 
president's representatives to the countries. I can only use my own experience as I went from country to country in 
South America, but I always went, no matter how many times I had been to the country, went first to the embassy 
and met with the ambassador and his or her country team for the first at least half day, to make sure that I was 
understanding of and in step with the U.S. government's priorities, and that the ambassador knew what I was going 
to do in that country; and that if I had anything militarily that we were going to do, that he or she knew what those 
initiatives were going to be.  
 
So, you can, if you do it properly as a CINC, have influence for your country with the host country, if you have done 
your homework properly with the ambassador. Having said that, the ambassador is still the president's representative 
in that country. And what does or does not happen in that country is going to be blessed or not by the ambassador. 
Likewise, just like I would not dream of doing an ambassador's job, I can't imagine the ambassador doing my job. I 
had regional responsibilities for multiple countries as far as U.S. military actions in that region. And the sons and 
daughters of moms and dads in this country ought to have their sons and daughters commanded in combat by folks 
who have been trained to command in combat. So to me it -- I mean, I can't imagine that I would try to do the 
ambassador's job, or the ambassador would try to do my job. It must be an interesting article. (Laughter.) Did that 
answer it?  
 
Q (Off mike.)  
 
MODERATOR: Unfortunately, we are out of time. And I just wanted to thank you for a very interesting session. I 
think you have not only provided us all with a great deal to think about in terms of where we have been in the last 15 
years, but also where we should be going in the future. So please join me in thanking General Pace. (Applause.) And 
I would also like you to join me in thanking Jim Guyette (ph) and Rolls Royce of America, and the CSIS staff here, 
and I am sure parts of your staff, for making this event possible. And thank all of you for coming. (Applause.)  
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