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Chairman McCarthy:  I frankly don’t know what their reaction was.  We rolled the 
report out yesterday.  We didn’t tell anybody before that what the recommendations 
would be.  I can’t tell you that they didn’t find out one way or the other, but I can tell you 
they didn’t find out from us. 

 
I don’t know.  First and foremost we recommended that the Chief of the Air Force 
Reserve position remain.  That’s a dual hat position and we recommended taking away 
one of the hats.  I would be surprised if the current occupant was real happy about that.  
I think that’s the nature of things.  My hope is that they will see the opportunities that 
we think are present for the Air Force Reserve and think that on balance it will be good 
for the total Air Force and for the Air Force Reserve. 

 
DWG:  A bit wider, you commented on the fact that there probably was about two 
percent of the active Air Force in headquarters positions that could be saved or 
reassigned in the integrated wing concept that you laid out.  You also mentioned the way 
that many Air National Guard units that probably should be groups have become wings 
with unnecessary overhead there as well.  Is this an epidemic, so to speak?  Just way too 
many people in management and not enough people in actual mission positions? 

 
Chairman McCarthy:  I don’t think I’d use the term epidemic, but I think that tooth-
to-tail ratios are always an issue.  I think the Air Force is probably no different than any 
of the other services in that regard.  And it’s something that constantly needs to be 
monitored. 

 
Part of the reason the National Guard structure grew the way it did was the simple 
geography of spreading these units out.  But we did find it, if you went to this integrated 
concept, integrated concept at the unit level, there were some really good opportunities 
to save overhead. 

 



DWG:  We’ll begin on the right with Elaine Grossman, then Mark Schantz. 
 

DWG:  Thank you. 
 

Sir, your findings concluded some recommendations on integrating more reservists into 
the nuclear operating forces.  In particular you had some recommendations about 
bringing more reservists into security over the missile fields and some other sectors.  I’m 
wondering if given the latest [flashes] and scandals that we’ve seen over the last few 
weeks and months in the Air Force ICBM corps if you think it’s time to relook at your 
findings.  Are you having second thoughts about any of your findings and 
recommendations in that regard?  Or do you think perhaps the converse -- double down 
and reinforce the nuclear missileers with more reservists? 

 
Chairman McCarthy:  The one thing that we didn’t either have the time to do or try 
to do was to get real specific about where integration could occur.  And we realized early 
on that you couldn’t talk about active component/reserve component mix overall.  
Certainly you could total up all the numbers, and we did that, but we had nine months to 
do our work, and we have eight commissioners and a relatively small staff, so what we 
focused on was trying to get some principles that we thought the Air Force could use in 
the future to look core function by core function.  We did mention some core functions, 
ICBMs being one of them, as an area that we thought there could be more growth in 
terms of more reserve component and we commented, as I recall, on some of the things 
that have already been done.  For example there’s already some reserve component in 
the security forces.  I don’t think you should read that to say that’s the limit of it or the 
end of it.  And I think the Air Force should take a look at all of the core functions in light 
of the principles that we laid out. 

 
DWG:  Is there something beyond just additional manpower that you think reservists 
might bring to this troubled ICBM corps?  Perhaps additional experience in the field in 
anything?  I’m thinking that might benefit the Air Force as it grapples with the crisis. 

 
Chairman McCarthy:  You’re talking about the nuclear area in particular? 
 
DWG:  Yes. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I guess this would be more of a personal opinion than 
anything that’s in the report, but think about where a lot of these units are.  You’ve got 
North Dakota, Montana.  I’m sure there are people in the Air Force that get set to those 
installations that think that’s maybe not their first choice.  There are a lot of people in 
the reserve components who choose to live in those areas.  Could you leverage that as an 
opportunity?  I suspect you probably could. 
 
One of the things, and I would just like to say this with regard to any question you can 
ask me.  That is you can’t take any one of our recommendations in isolation.  We really 
stress that the 42 recommendations, I won’t say all 42 are nested one in the other, but 
certainly groups of them are.  You need to look at the report more as a whole and more 
as a set of principles than just focusing in on any one single recommendation.  That 



certainly is true in terms of taking better advantage of the talent that’s resident in the 
total force.  Leveraging what you have.  So if it’s leveraging geography, leveraging people 
who want to live in a particular area, I think that would fit in with the overall principles 
that we try to enunciate. 
 
DWG:  Sir, in the spirit of your point I’m going to take this to the 50,000 foot level.  
Before the Commission was formed one of the issues that sort of exacerbated this really 
nasty disagreement between the ARC and active duty was how they measured costs.  
The Reserve and the Guard would go around and say that this mission cost this much.  
We can do it cheaper.  The active duty would say liar, that’s not that cheap.  We have to 
pay all this money. 
 
So we’ve gone through this whole process.  Before, they weren’t even close.  Where are 
all those parties now as they look at the cost of doing these missions?  Are they closer?  
Are they in the same book?  Are they on the same page? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  A great question.  I think they’re much closer than they were a 
year ago.  I think there are a couple of things at play there.  Number one, I think there’s 
much greater recognition across the department and across the Air Force that this idea 
of the fully burdened cost, the life cycle cost of people is the way you have to measure 
that.  We said the difficulty there right now is that there isn’t a common understanding 
of what elements should be used to make up that life cycle cost.  So we recommended 
that the Department of Defense needs to lay those elements out so that everybody’s 
measuring using the same elements of life cycle cost. 
 
But the Air Force stepped out on its own and developed this model that they call the 
ICAM model.  I can’t quit remember what ICAM stands for.  I imagine individual cost is 
in there some place.  But in any event, I think they are very close to an agreement across 
the Air Force that the ICAM model is the way to measure personnel costs.  That in and 
of itself is a step toward resolution of the problem that you talked about. 
 
The other thing we mentioned was you can’t just measure the cost of people.  You’ve got 
to look at the cost of the output.  You’ve got to look at the cost to produce an output.  I 
think there’s greater acceptance of that idea as well.  I’m not naïve to think there’s 
perfect harmony on this, but I do think that the Air Force in particular is much closer to 
a common understanding of how to measure the cost of both people and output. 
 
DWG:  I wanted to ask you about what you think the Air Force is going to do with all 
this information.  This is not the first [inaudible] study [inaudible].  The Air Force has 
had a study before about the total force, [inaudible].  [Inaudible] like in anything.  So 
why do you think the changes that have been recommended [inaudible], even though 
the Air Force has talked about it?  And is the budget pressure going to be [inaudible]?  
Why would they go ahead and adopt [inaudible] they know what the problems are in the 
budget? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  There are a couple of questions there, obviously.  Number one, 
I don’t think you can be too critical of what the Air Force has done in the area of total 



force.  Quite frankly, a lot of the things we recommend is built on the fact that the Air 
Force has done a pretty darn good job on total force before now.  They have been very 
innovative in terms of how they’ve used the National Guard and the Air Force Reserve 
for a number of years. 
 
So one of the things that we’ve said is that’s put them in a position to take the next step. 
 
Number two, we heard two different times, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force came in 
and testified twice, and in both instances I really got the impression from General Welsh 
that he was looking for ideas along the lines that we were recommending.  I don’t mean 
that he was out of ideas himself.  What I mean is he was open to ideas and anxious to see 
ways that the Air Force could take the best use of the talent pool that it had. 
 
Our last open hearing was the first public appearance by Secretary James a couple of 
days after she was sworn in.  I got, again, a very strong feeling from her that she was not 
only open but anxious to have ideas along the lines that we were recommending.  So I 
think, quite frankly, the opportunity is there.  At this point, though, we’ve done about all 
we can do 
 
DWG:  [Inaudible] saying the Air Force is going to be the total force, why did they go to 
[inaudible]?  [Inaudible] reserve component could get themselves in big trouble doing 
that.  Why did they do that? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I think they will do that because they’re positioned to make 
some manpower savings, some savings on the manpower side of their budget that they 
can convert into avoiding cuts in readiness and modernization.  I think what we’re 
showing them is a way to make manpower savings so that they free up money for 
readiness and modernization.  If they don’t make the manpower cuts, if they don’t make 
the manpower savings, then they’re going to have to take the cut someplace else and the 
someplace else is going to be in readiness and modernization. 
 
I think just from a practical standpoint, we’re showing them a way that they can save on 
the readiness and modernization side which are obviously very important to them. 
 
DWG:  I wanted to ask you a bit about the mix between the active and the reserve.  In 
the report you mentioned the cost savings, I think it was $2 billion if the Air Force went 
down to 58 percent active, but the recommendations don’t prescribe any type of mix, 
per se, I was curious why you guys opted not to recommend a certain ratio of active to 
reserve, and in your thoughts what you think personally is the best mix? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  We did recommend a specific end strength reduction on the 
active component side and a corresponding increase on the reserve component side.  
The overall mix -- So you’ve got the same end strength you do to today.  The overall mix 
changes.  It’s just arithmetic.  Today it’s 68/31, you move the numbers around as we 
suggest and it becomes 58/42.  58 active component, 42 reserve component. 
 



But as I said, that’s the overall number.  You’ve still got to look core function by core 
function.  We simply didn’t have the analytical resources to go through that core 
function by core function.  We made some rough order of magnitude suggestions.  We 
looked at some things that we thought were opportunities.  Our staff developed a very 
interesting analytical tool which is in the report which the Air Force has obviously pre-
used if they choose it, is a way to analyze it core function by core function in terms of 
finding the sweet spot, if you will, finding the right mix.  But we simply didn’t have 
enough time, staff or information to go through and try to prescribe that.  That’s what I 
meant by saying that we tried to focus on some principles that would drive those kinds 
of decisions rather than, I won’t say dictating, but laying out our opinions about where 
those balances should lie in each core function. 
 
DWG:  Another quick question.  The Army is coming out with its own proposal.  In the 
report it mentions that nothing should be extrapolated in the report to lend itself to the 
upcoming Army [state].  But I’m curious, some of the, because it is sort of a broad -- You 
talk about different areas in terms of cost savings and other mission areas for the Guard 
and Reserve, whether this report could be applied to that space. 
 
DWG:  I think the report says, and here’s what I know, the Commissioners as a group, 
and you saw obviously this is a unanimous report.  So the 52 pages of the report and 
whatever the pages of the appendix are unanimously agreed to by the Commissioners.  
The Commissioners would say to that question, we didn’t study the Army.  We studied 
the Air Force.  That was the task we were given.  We focused on the Air Force, so our 
report is about the Air Force 
 
Two of the Commission members wanted to add the additional view that you’ve referred 
to that expressly says we don’t think this should apply to the Army.  So you have to read 
that for being an additional view of those two Commissioners. 
 
I will tell you that we gave essentially the same brief, which was a report on our work, 
not a report on our recommendations, that we gave to the Secretary of the Air Force on 
Monday or Tuesday of this week.  I gave that same report to the Secretary of the Army 
and the Vice Chief on I think it was Wednesday.  He asked me pretty much the same 
question and I think I told him pretty much the same thing.  But the one thing I did say 
to him was that the recommendations that we made about force management and some 
principles of force management, I thought were worthy of his taking a look at from an 
Army perspective to see if they would be useful because my personal view is they would 
be useful to any of the services.  Who doesn’t want to make the best use of the human 
talent, human capital that you have available?  I can’t imagine there’s a service chief or a 
service secretary that doesn’t.  So the suggestions that we had about how to do that I 
think you could read across all the services’ line.  But the bottom line is we studied the 
Air Force, not anybody else. 
 
DWG:  In an appendix in the back of the report there was a page that talked about the 
restrictive interpretations, or DoD’s restrictive interpretations of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act.  I wondered if you could talk in more detail about how you feel DoD 
may have interfered with your process for compiling this report and how that kind of -- 



 
Chairman McCarthy:  The statute that created the Commission doesn’t say anything 
about whether or not the Federal Advisory Committee Act applies.  So the first thing the 
Department of Defense does when they get one of these commissions is they say if the 
statute doesn’t exclude the application of FACA, as it’s called, then FACA applies. 
 
The department counsel have what the Commissioners thought was a very restrictive 
interpretation of many of the provisions of FACA.  And you’ll note that all eight 
Commissioners signed that additional view.  But we wanted it to be separate from the 
report.  Nothing about FACA, the interpretation or anything else kept us from doing our 
work.  It might have made it a little harder at times, but it didn’t affect, at the end of the 
day, the output or I hope the quality of the report.  But it did make it hard to write the 
report.  It did make it harder than it should have been, I think, to deliberate about the 
content of the report.  But we worked through it.  The Commissioners were incredibly 
patient I think with some of these rather bureaucratic obstacles, and they did work 
through it.  So it might have hindered our work but it didn’t stop it.  And it didn’t affect 
the quality of it. 
 
DWG:  Can you talk a little bit too about your plans for briefing Air Force leadership 
and members of Congress on the findings over the next -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the first part 
 
DWG:  Can you talk more about your plans for briefing the Air Force leadership and the 
members of Congress on -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  The statute that creates the Commission leaves it in place for 
90 days.  So we don’t time out for 90 days from the delivery of the report.  And frankly, I 
think the 90 days after the report may be the most important 90 days that we have.  We 
hope to have broad opportunities to brief Air Force leadership, both at the highest level 
and perhaps at more operating levels.  The same thing with the Department of Defense. 
 
I gave the Deputy Secretary of Defense one of these pre-briefs on our work this week.  
She indicated that she wanted us to engage.  So I think we’re going to be busy over the 
next 90 days. 
 
DWG:  I wanted to ask you about your recommendation that materials goods, 
equipment as it comes into the force, be proportionately distributed to the Guard and 
Reserve at the same time as the active duty instead of having a [inaudible] effect.  What 
do you think is the likelihood that that will actually be accepted?  It seems to go against -
- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  That is a paradigm shift, that’s a difficult change.  But it’s one 
of these instances, I think, where you’ve got to read that in conjunction with our 
recommendation for integrated units.  And it seems to me that if you have integrated 
units it makes it a lot easier to horizontally field equipment.  So we’re hopeful that A, 
they’ll see the value of the integrated units and in creating the integrated units see the 



value of making sure that they’re fielding the new equipment proportionally across the 
force. 
 
DWG:  And if I may ask a follow-up, forgive me if I missed a point in the report here, 
but what do you think is the relevance or perhaps lack thereof of the AEF construct and 
how it should relate to these integrated units?  Because so much of the Air Force’s force 
[inaudible] is truly AEF.  Which might be an outdated construct. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I wish my colleague Whit Peters were here because he’s the 
father of the AEF, and every time we had witnesses he kept coming back to the AEF.  I 
think he would say that the AEF could just as easily be made up of integrated units as 
stand-alone units, as stovepipe active, Guard, Reserve units.  I’m not an expert in the 
AEF, but I think that what we say is very consistent with that. 
 
DWG:  You don’t think there need to be changes to the AEF -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I know that the Air Force is making some changes in the way it 
views the AEF from the way it was originally started, but I think it’s still, they’re 
thinking about it as a period of availability or rotationally available force.  One of the, I 
think, key recommendations that we made is that you should consider reserve 
component airmen, the men and women who serve in ultimately what we think of as 
these integrated units, as being available on a rotational, predictable basis.  And 
rotational, predictable are two of the adjectives that would go directly with the AEF.  So 
I think it ties together. 
 
 
DWG:  Yes, sir.  I’d like to ask you to take off your chairman’s hat for a second. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  Glad to. 
 
DWG:  You’re a Marine. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  That’s true. 
 
DWG:  So put on your Marine helmet.  That’s the most active of the active forces, and 
you’re also an expert in the deployment use of reserve forces, correct? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  Well, used to be. 
 
DWG:  Those are two interesting jobs.  Is it time for our nation to have a philosophical 
change about -- You talked about a paradigm shift.  About how much active duty 
military we need, given the budget pressures we are facing.  Why isn’t it time for a 
wholesale revision of how we divide up this pie and put a lot more forces into the 
reserves? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  Well, I think I answered that best -- If we want to have a 
conversation some other time about other services I’d be happy to. 



 
DWG:  No time like the present, sir. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I understand, but -- 
 
DWG:  I asked you to take off your hat. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  One of the things the Commission said was there’s an 
irreducible minimum for active component end strength.  There is a floor.  And I think 
the floor is likely to be different for each service.  So we generally said we thought the 
floor in the active component of the Air Force was probably about 55 percent of the end 
strength.  And that’s a SWAG.  But some basis behind it. 
 
The Army will be different, the Marine Corps will be different, the Navy will be different.  
But in general I think there is a shift in the way reserve component forces -- since I’m 
focused on the Air Force I saw it first hand in the Air Force.  There is a shift in the way 
reserve component forces want to be utilized, ought to be utilized, and if you do utilize 
them that way, I think you can have a smaller active component.  Again, smaller part-
time forces are cheaper to maintain than full time forces.  So if you maintain some 
equivalent number of forces, but a greater proportion of them being part time, and 
please take a look at our definition of part time.  We didn’t mean to poke anybody in the 
eye by saying they were part time. But part time forces, cheaper to maintain.  The 
opportunity for manpower savings is there.  And in times of fiscal constraint, which we 
certainly thought would be the future, saving money on the manpower side frees up 
money for other things. 
 
So we found that there were a whole other list of benefits from using part time forces in 
this new paradigm, one of which is it keeps them more ready.  Thus when you need 
them all, when you have to really surge the reserve component, it’s a more ready force 
than it would be if you didn’t use them.  We found that, and all the services have seen 
this over the years, the reserve component forces that are used the most tend to have the 
best retention.  It might be counter-intuitive to some, but that’s the fact.  So using the 
reserve component forces as we suggested in the report is a way to keep them strong. 
 
I would say that using the reserve component or using the total force the way we 
recommend would make sense even if it wasn’t driven or even if there wasn’t a financial 
driver to cause you to do that. 
 
DWG:  The implication of your statement is that we are not yet at the floor of any 
service in terms of its irreducible minimum number of active duty forces.  If that’s true, 
what’s the big -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  That should not be the implication because I certainly didn’t 
intend to say that. 
 
I said, when we studied the Air Force we thought that the floor was perhaps below what 
we were recommending.  Pretty close to it, but maybe there was a little wiggle room 



there.  Where the Army is today, where the Marine Corps is today, where the Navy is 
today, not a topic that I’m expert on. 
 
DWG:  That doesn’t stop anybody else, sir.  Thanks. 
 
DWG:  One of the things you mentioned in the report was when you visited with Guard 
and Reserve units they were almost unanimously saying they were under-utilized, they 
could do more.  What type of perception did you get from the active duty forces?  Are 
they under-utilized as well?  Or over-utilized?  Or just right? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I think that we generally felt that the active component forces 
of the Air Force were pretty close to maxed out, and that sustaining the current level of 
their dwell-to-deploy ratio would be challenging.  So that’s part of the reason that if you 
use the reserve components a little more, you take some of the load off, you take some of 
the stress off the active component, and you bring those a little bit more -- the active 
component’s still going to go more, but you bring them a little more into equilibrium.  
So you tend also to preserve your active component forces. 
 
The other thing we learned is that there’s, and I’m sure this is true with any service, 
there’s a wide variation.  Some core functions are deploying at a much greater rate than 
others.  And that’s always been the case I think and it certainly seems to be the case for 
the Air Force.  You couldn’t generalize and say is all the Air Force at a stress point or is 
none of the Air Force at a stress point.  I don’t think that’s the right question. 
 
DWG:  Two questions.  One, your report said that even though RC tends to be cheaper, 
there are some thing where using them is not necessarily cheaper.  I didn’t read enough 
in the report to see if you explain that.  Where does it become more expensive actually to 
use the reserve component than the active? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  Some people argue that because the reserve component unit 
tend to have more senior people in them, their full time payroll would be a little bit 
higher than the full time payroll of a comparable active component unit because you 
have people who have more longevity or a little bit more rank.  The differences there are 
marginal. 
 
But what’s clear is that when you -- You can say part time forces cost less to maintain 
than full time forces, but when you bring part time forces on active duty they cost about 
the same. 
 
DWG:  We’ve seen, during the two surges -- Iraq and Afghanistan -- the participation of 
the Guard and Reserve in all the services got very high.  A lot of people came back and 
found that the law that supposedly protected their jobs was not necessarily doing what it 
was supposed to.  A lot of people came back and found they were unable to get their jobs 
back.  I didn’t see anything in your report where you dealt with that.  Do you think that 
the law governing that is adequate? 
 



Chairman McCarthy:  We had testimony from the people from the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Reserve Affairs, in particular the people who run the employer 
support of Guard and Reserve, they talked about a fairly extensive survey that they’ve 
just completed.  And I guess I would probably challenge your statement a little bit about 
the numbers of people who had post-deployment employment problems.  If I have a 
post-deployment employment problem it’s a big deal.  If you have one, it’s not so bad.  
But I understand that very well.  But when you think about 800,000 reserve component 
people who have been deployed over the last ten years or so, if one percent of them have 
a post-deployment employment problem it’s a pretty big number, but it’s still only one 
percent.   
 
I personally, and working in this area for a few years, personally found that the vast 
majority of employers in the United States have done a tremendous job in terms of 
compliance with USERRA.  I would say that if we talked about a new paradigm, a 
continuing use of reserve component forces in non-war time or for recurring, 
predictable deployments, that’s going to be a different pressure on employers and I 
think we’re going to have to take a look at that from a policy standpoint.  
 
I’m way off the report, but USERRA, I think, is the only employment protection law that 
doesn’t distinguish among the size of employers.  Take the Federal Medical Leave Act, 
FMLA, you have to have 25 or more employees for some of the provisions to kick in.  
There are a number of other statutes like that.  USERRA applies if you’re a two plumber 
shop or if you’re WalMart, and it imposes the same burden on the two plumber shop as 
it does on WalMart.  That may be an area that needs to be adjusted. 
 
DWG:  You mentioned in your report that the Air Force already has excess capacity, 
facilities, and your recommendation if followed would increase, exacerbate that 
situation. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  It could. 
 
DWG:  But you didn’t seem to be either closed or you said [inaudible] status -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  Warm -- 
 
DWG:  Did you guys get into any quantity, numbers, how that is? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  No. 
 
DWG:  What is a warm?   I didn’t read your definition. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  Absolutely not.  We did not get into any numbers.  What we 
said is that there’s no doubt that if you make force structure changes it’s got to implicate 
infrastructure.  And how that will be, what the implications will be won’t be known until 
you start making the force structure changes, and we did not recommend any specific 
force structure changes so we couldn’t address any specific infrastructure ideas. 
 



But we did say that the Air Force ought to have a little bit more flexibility from Congress 
to be able to make those adjustments.  And whether they make them by closing an 
installation or whether they make it by what we called warm basing, and what we meant 
was closing down perhaps a part of an installation so that your maintenance of the 
facility would be less costly because you put some of it in cold storage until you needed it 
again.  But we weren’t specific about when, where, but we said you ought to have the 
flexibility to do that so that you could make these force structure changes in a smart way 
and you could take the enterprise savings and carry them all the way through the 
enterprise including the infrastructure part. 
 
DWG:  As much as Congress hates closing a base, they hate even more downsizing or 
warm status.  That way they lose the jobs but they don’t get to reuse the facilities.  That’s 
a double -- 
 
DWG:  There’s no question that this whole facility issue and infrastructure issue is a 
tough one.  But it’s only one of the tough questions.  One of the things we said is you’ve 
got to take on some tough questions.  Emphasis on you.  [Laughter]. 
 
DWG:  Good morning, sir.  I wanted to ask you a bit more about the National Guard.  
To what extent are the Commission’s confidence in the National Guard due to its 
combat tested war efforts in the last 15 years?  And as we draw down from Afghanistan 
and if nothing changes for the National Guard, do those capabilities begin to erode?  
Does the clock start ticking on that competence? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I would challenge the premise of your question just a little bit.  
One of the things that seemed clear to us was that the Air Force has been pretty much at 
war for 20 years, not 13.  They’ve been out there almost non-stop flying combat sorties 
since 1990.  I guess that’s more than 20. 
 
But certainly the fact that the reserve component, the National Guard and the Air Force 
Reserve, have been intimately involved in all of those operations does add to one’s 
confidence about their capacity.  I think, though, the other thing that adds great 
confidence about their capacity is that you look at their experience level.  You take the 
average Guard flying squadron and it has many more experienced pilots, fully qualified 
pilots, than the average active component squadron does.  It takes less hours for a 
reserve component, Guard or Reserve, squadron to maintain, less flying hours for them 
to stay current because they have this high, the number of high time pilots that they 
have. 
 
So that too, in and of itself, adds to your confidence about their future capacity.  But 
you’re absolutely right, if we stop using them, if we say okay boys, thanks for everything.  
Why don’t you go do a few air shows.  A, you’ll lose people because the good high quality 
people won’t stay around to be in a unit like that.  So you start losing people.  And you 
lose the capacity, and their readiness, their combat capability will be down.  That goes 
back to the idea that if you use them on a recurring, periodic basis, you’re going to not 
only take some stress off the active component or you’re not only going to save some 



money, but you’re going to maintain, sustain the readiness of the reserve component so 
if you need them for a surge for war time, they’re ready to go. 
 
DWG:  And you talked about some of the cultural barriers in the report between the 
components.  Do you find that that’s changed at all since 2001? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I think there’s no question that there has been kind of a 
cultural melding.  The tribes, if you will, are less distinct today.  But I also think you 
have to realize that if you don’t keep working at it, the tribalism will reform.  There was 
a great quote, we tried to lead each chapter with a quote.  I don’t know if you saw that or 
not.  But there’s a great quote in there from Army General Jacoby who is the 
NORTHCOM Commander.  He said, we’re close today, I’m paraphrasing, but he says 
we’re close today because we’ve shed blood together.  Let’s not waste that.  That’s 
exactly, that was our feeling as well.  We have made progress.  Let’s sustain it.  These 
integrated units are the way to do it.  People who serve together, who get to know each 
other don’t revert to their tribe. 
 
DWG:  Sir, let’s take this up a notch or two away from the nitty-gritty of the Air Force. I 
think most Americans still think of the Guard and the Reserve as sort of the Minuteman 
that we call on in times of great peril.  Isn’t it time to put that image in the average 
American’s mind to rest?  To communicate to the public that their military is 
fundamentally going to change over the next five to seven years, and they need to 
understand more about what their neighbors are going to be -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I couldn’t agree with you more.  Historically we think of the 
reserve component as the force of last resort.  I do everything I can with the active 
component.  When I finally run out of Schlitz I’ve got to call up the reserves.  That is 
simply not the case.  It’s, frankly, a slur on the patriotism and the capability of these 
young men and women who serve in the National Guard and Reserve.  They are full 
partners, full participants in the total force, and what we suggested was the Air Force 
has made great efforts up until now in using them and they’re poised to use them even 
more.  And the country, as you suggest, needs to, we need to do a better job.  Anybody 
who knows about this stuff needs to do a better job communicating that to the country. 
 
DWG:  If you had the chance, if you were let’s say on general TV trying to explain this to 
the average American, because most people have no contact with the military anymore.  
How would you describe the change? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I don’t think this directly answers your question, but when I 
was interviewed by Secretary of Defense Gates to be Assistant Secretary for Reserve 
Affairs he said in the course of our interview, I’m concerned that we’ve pulled a bait and 
switch -- exactly his term -- I’m concerned we’ve pulled a bait and switch on the people 
in the Guard and Reserve and we’re using them in a way that they never signed up for.  I 
said Mr. Secretary, it’s 2009.  Everybody who’s serving in the Guard and Reserve either 
enlisted or reenlisted since 2001.  They signed up for exactly what they’re doing.  They 
signed up knowing what they were going to be doing.  That is true.  And everybody who 
stays in the reserve force today does so with full knowledge of what the country expects 



of them.  Or what the Department of Defense expects of them.  And we ought to 
celebrate that, not ignore it. 
 
DWG:  So the notion of a strategic reserve, which is what the reserves were for many 
decades, is yesterday. 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  No.  There is a strategic reserve.  It’s called the Individual 
Ready Reserve.  It’s the people who have completed active service who have a couple 
more years left on their military service obligation.  They don’t wear their uniforms.  
There subject to being recalled.  And if we use up all the active component and if we use 
up all the reserve component we still have several hundred thousand people in this 
Individual Ready Reserve and that’s our strategic reserve. 
 
DWG:  To your point about the Air Force having [inaudible], do you think there’s an 
obstacle that stops [inaudible] further?  Or did they just not think of taking it further?  
Why haven’t they come to the conclusions you did? 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I think there is an obstacles.  I think the obstacle is traditional 
thinking.  Traditional thinking in the Air Force is we’ve got it about right right now.  I 
think that’s not uncommon for institutions of any sort or stripe. 
 
So what we’re suggesting is some untraditional thinking and as I said before, I think the 
leadership of the Air Force is open to that.  I’m hopeful that we’re going to see many of 
these recommendations implemented. 
 
DWG:  How long do you think it will take to actually implement -- 
 
Chairman McCarthy:  I don’t have a time clock on any of this.  I think many of the 
changes that we have recommended are incremental, that can be made over time.  What 
the time space is is not real clear to me.  But we put a couple of markers down.  For 
example, creating this single integrated [inaudible] personnel system.  I think we’ve said 
they ought to have something in a couple of years.  There are some things that could 
probably be done sooner than that.  There are other things that will undoubtedly take 
longer. 
 
DWG:  We’re out of time. 
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