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DWG:  Thank you to our guest, General David L. Goldfein who is the Chief of Staff of 
the United States Air Force.  Sir, we do appreciate you making the time. General, you 
wanted to take a minute at the top to just give an opening statement, and we will go 
from there.  Thank you. 
 
General Goldfein:  First of all, let me just say thanks a lot for not only taking time 
with me this morning, talking about our Air Force, but also thank honestly for what each 
of you do as well every day. 
 
Lori, you asked me a question at the Space Breakfast, so I offered a thought on sort of 
what our Air Force does for the nation.  At the risk of doing a little bit of a repeat, let me 
just start off by describing the way I describe the Air Force when I talk about what it is 
that we do.  Then quickly get into your questions and have a good dialogue. 
 
It’s important, as I describe the Air Force, to look through two lenses.  One lens is what 
the Air Force does for the nation, for the joint force, as a member of the joint team 
deployed in place in the homeland, defending the homeland, and contributing to global 
missions.  And then the second lens is what we do when we’re deployed and based 
forward. 
 
It starts with the nuclear enterprise and the fact that as an Air Force we’re responsible 
for two of the three legs of the triad, and on our worst day as a nation ensure that the 
President is where he needs to be and stays connected through nuclear command and 
control to the national security team, and ensure that we understand that, we clearly 
understand that mission, and that we’re responsible for a significant portion of it, 
working hand in hand with the United States Navy who has a submarine force. 
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And then you transition into space.  The 12 constellations that we’re responsible for in 
space.  And I notice many of you were at the Space Breakfast, and I’m eager to talk about 
that, our responsibility as stewards of space now for the last 53 years, and where we see 
space going. 
 
And then you look at what we do in the cyber business, which is not unique to the 
United States Air Force, but all the services.  Right now we’re in the build of cyber 
mission teams, cyber protection forces, all contributing to the cyber business, the cyber 
mission in support of Admiral Rogers.   
 
Those are all things that we do, deployed in place. 
 
It’s also important to remember that those forces that are deployed in pace, currently 
contributing to the current conflicts, deterrence postures, don’t deploy forward.  They 
actually do their job from home. 
 
Then when you take a look at what we do deployed forward and based forward, it’s 
important to think about it through the lens of air superiority and space superiority, but 
air superiority especially, which is ensuring that the joint force, all members of the joint 
force, have freedom to maneuver and freedom from attack. 
 
Once we accomplish that and we have freedom to maneuver, we then are able to posture 
our forces on bases across the globe to do the business of global mobility, global reach.  
And very often those bases are in unsecure areas, and so our special forces working with 
the Marines and the other forces on the ground, ensure that we secure those bases to be 
able to operate. 
 
And you saw an example of global strike with the B-2 strike in Libya not that long ago, 
so clearly we’re responsible for holding targets at risk for the Commander-in-Chief at 
any given time.  So those can respond in hours, globally, as opposed to days, weeks or 
months. 
 
Then again, in the fight against ISIS, which I’m sure we’ll get a chance to talk about a 
little bit, we got to a point in the fight in Mosul where we were dropping ordnance about 
every eight minutes on average, over a period of time.  So clearly, we’ve got a significant 
investment there as we take on the enemy. 
 
So that just gives you a sense of sort of what we do across the board as an Air Force.  Our 
challenges, like you’re hearing from all the services, we’ve got challenges in terms of 
readiness, and I’m eager to talk about that and what we’re looking at in terms of 
internally and what we’re looking for in terms of external support as we try to rebuild up 
our readiness over time. 
 
With that, let me stop and open it up for any questions. 
 
DWG:  Thank you, sir. 
 



 3 

I want to begin with one of the comments that you did make on Friday’s Space 
Breakfast, if I can read this tiny print here.  Quoting you, sir, “Only when we think about 
and talk about space in the same way we talk about operations in the air, on land, at sea, 
or in cyber, will we move in the direction of truly integrating space across our 
warfighting domains.” 
 
Since the opposite of integration is separation, which moves us in exactly the wrong 
direction as a joint team, is there a problem with space integration at this point?  Is it 
less integrated than the other warfighting domains?  Are you heading in the wrong 
direction? 
 
General Goldfein:  I wouldn’t characterize it as a problem, but I will tell you that, let 
me offer the lens I look through. 
 
I was deployed forward as the Air Component Commander for Central Command and 
General Jim Mattis was the CENTCOM Commander.  Shortly after I arrived, he looked 
at me and said hey, one of your jobs for me is to be the space coordinating authority, 
which is defined as essentially the connective tissue between requirements and 
capabilities.  So the first thing I needed to do was to take a look at all the requirements, 
not only within Central Command, but across all the components that were operating.  
So to sit down with my naval component commander counterpart, maritime 
component, and understand exactly what his requirements and priorities were, and sit 
down with the marine component commander and the SOF component commander and 
the land component commander.  And once I understood all of their priorities, my job 
was to connect those priorities and requirements and what General Mattis was focused 
on with all the capabilities through 14th Air Force. 
 
So for me, it’s a matter of again, taking that same construct for coordinating and being 
the connective tissue to the next level, which now is a member of the Joint Chiefs, to 
ensure that I understand exactly what my fellow Joint Chiefs’ requirements are, what 
the Joint Force requires, what the combatant commanders require en masse in all of 
their AORs, and ensuring that we as an Air Force are able to be that connective tissue 
between their requirements and our capabilities. 
 
The reason I talk a lot about normalizing it is that as we talk about space as a joint 
warfighting domain, I want to make sure in the dialogue that we’re not carving space out 
of something very unique that only people in the space business understand because it 
has its own unique lexicon, and we build space-unique operational ConOps or concepts 
of operations, where I want to kind of drive us at least in the dialogue we’re having is 
this, if we take a look at space as yet just one more domain in which we operate and look 
at the constructs and how we operate on land, how we operate at sea, and how we 
operate in the air, and determine how many of those constructs can we actually just 
apply to space, then we’re normalizing it. 
 
If we carve space out of something very unique and different, it will automatically start 
building walls and seams, and the reality of space and space capabilities is they’re 
already integrated across all of the domains we operate and all the components that we 
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have, across all allies and partners in the coalition.  And so when you hear me talk 
normalization, it’s about thinking about it in the same way we do other domains and not 
something unique. 
 
DWG:  Good morning, General.  I would like to ask you about, not surprisingly, Russia.  
A Russia-related question. 
 
As a result of a new Executive Order signed by President Trump January the [28th] 
which essentially prescribed the DoD to come up with a new plan to defeat and destroy 
ISIS.  Is joining forces with Russia now being considered as one of the options?  How do 
you see this issue going forward? 
 
General Goldfein:  I don’t see us, I have not heard of any dialogue that leads us 
towards joining forces. Our focus has been and continues to be, and the direction that 
we’ve received is to deconflict our operations.  Because as we focus on just the fight 
against ISIS, and of course the relationship with Russia is much broader than that.  But 
to your question about just the current fight against ISIS, we have a dialogue that occurs 
from the Air Operation Center with Russian-speakers that we have there, American 
Russian speakers, that has a daily dialogue with Russian counterparts to ensure we 
deconflict operations.  And the way I would describe deconfliction is:  Let me tell you 
where I’m planning to fly, where are you planning to fly?  How do we ensure that we 
maintain appropriate separation so that we don’t have a miscalculation?  It’s as much a 
safety dialogue as it is an operational dialogue. 
 
That is the level of our dialogue at this point.  It’s very heavily focused on deconfliction.  
As a result, today we actually don’t have an example of where we have not flown where 
we need to fly to accomplish the mission.  And so that’s the direction we’ve been given, 
and how we execute. 
 
DWG:  And deconfliction, a number of the DoD officials including Elissa Slotkin, on 
several occasions expressed either their own desire or the position of the agency itself to 
expand on that document.  Is it being considered now?  Or this is just not necessary 
from your point of view? 
 
General Goldfein:  I think right now the Department of Defense and Secretary Mattis 
is doing an overall review like any new administration does coming in.  So I think they’re 
taking a look, reviewing all of the memorandums and directives that they now have 
inherited to see where they want to make any changes.  So that review is going on right 
now. 
 
DWG:  Sir, thank you.  For a while the Air Force has owed congress a review of the 
number of F-35s that the Air Force thinks it needs.  The number was set a long time ago, 
before Ukraine, before ISIS, before all of these things.  Congress has been saying is 1763 
still the right number for you guys.  So where do you think that stands now, especially in 
light of the President’s desire to put some more money into readiness and the fact that 
the tactical Air Force has kind of been the bill-payer for a long time? 
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General Goldfein:  So right now today, John, the number is 1763.  And that’s based 
on our assessment of the number of aircraft required to replace the ones that we will 
retire as a result, and to be able to have the capacity we need to be able to do global 
missions required. 
 
I’ll tell you that the way I look at the job of Chief of Staff of the Air Force, I have three 
hats.  Each of these hats needs to remain in balance.  And whether we’re looking at the 
F-35 or space or any other missions or platforms, I’d just share with you again the way I 
think.  So here’s the three hats.   
 
I’ve got to organize, train and equip and present ready Air Forces to combatant 
commanders.  That’s my Title 10 responsibility as the Chief of Staff of an institution.  
Which I do with the Secretary of the Air Force.  
 
I have got a responsibility as a member of the Joint Chiefs, to be a military advisor to the 
President and the Secretary and the National Security Council. 
 
And then I’ve got a responsibility as a global Air Chief to ensure that I’m also looking 
through an international lens when we’re talking about building partner air forces, 
sustaining air forces and coalitions.   
 
So F-35 through those three lenses says I’ve got to organize, train and equip an Air Force 
that can do the business of air superiority and holding targets at risk and all those things 
that an air component does for the Joint Force.  And the F-35 is going to be key to that. 
 
Just like you may have seen in the Chairman’s White Paper that they put out, he actually 
put out a statement that I support that is while we have to look at the end game 
numbers, we don’t have to make that decision for several years given the buy rate that 
right now we are on for the F-35. 
 
So right now, today, it’s 1763 because that’s not a decision that needs to be made right 
now. 
 
That’s also important in my second had as a member of the Joint Chiefs, I have a 
responsibility as the largest customer to my Navy and Marine Corps counterparts who 
are also in this business, they’re also looking at F-35s.  So what we don’t need right now 
is a lot of turbulence in the program that are going to affect all three of us. 
 
Then that expands to the global Air Chief role which is I’ve got a number of partner air 
forces that are also either procuring as partners in the F-35, or potentially becoming 
partners.  And right now inserting a lot of turbulence in the program, and uncertainty in 
terms of where the Air Force is going would not actually be helpful either to my joint 
partners or my international partners. 
 
DWG:  So given the hats you have to wear and the people you have to answer, will your 
recommendation be to, the first order of business if you get modernization money, a 
supplemental, to put it towards F-35? 
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General Goldfein:  It will be, but remember, I’ve got the nuclear enterprise, I’ve got 
the space enterprise, I’ve got the cyber enterprise, I’ve got the bomber responsibilities, 
I’ve got munitions, I’ve got infrastructure on bases that we operate off of, and I’ve got 
platforms.  So whether F-35 is going to be at the top of the list, clearly for me, I will tell 
you that to get the Air Force where it needs to go in terms of modernization and 
reducing aircraft age, the more F-35s that we can actually procure in the shortest period 
of time to be able to reduce the aircraft age and be able to get more heavily into the 5th 
generation business, is clearly a priority.  Is it the number one place I would spend 
dollars?  That’s going to be a department-level discussion that I’ll have with the 
Secretary of Defense. 
 
DWG:  Could you discuss how you’re going about building the fiscal ’18 budget and 
what your priorities are for that, and whether or not you’re using your fiscal ’17 
unfunded priorities list as a supplemental, the program [inaudible] 
 
General Goldfein:  So we’ve already turned in the FY17 unfunded list.  Secretary 
Mattis has been pretty clear on his priorities which are, we need to attack major 
warfighting readiness issues in the ’17 budget.  And we haven’t gotten yet what the ’18 
top line looks like.  But remember, we’ve already turned in to the department what we 
believe is the best Air Force we can’ build in ’18 given the resources that we were given.  
So that’s already [inaudible] portfolio put forward. 
 
So now the question for all of us as Service Chiefs is when we take a look at ’18, what 
does ’18 look like and then where do we put our priorities?  And clearly, there has to be 
connective tissue between what we do in ’17, what we do in ’18, and I would argue more 
importantly for me as Service Chief, what we do in ’19 and beyond.  Because one of the 
worst situations we can be in would be to have great expectations of large infusions of 
dollars that result in decisions that we make that then don’t pan out.  Then what 
happens is you make decisions on a program and get a program moving in the direction 
you need to go, and then you do those things that cost an incredible amount of money 
which is all the turbulence associated with continued one-year budgets.  Right?  
 
If I can get one thing on my wish list it would be a stable budget that I can plan against, 
with a reasonable expectation for the future so that I can make good fiscal decisions. 
 
And I’ll tell you, it doesn’t affect, it’s not only about the Service Chiefs trying to plan for 
the future.  It’s also the impact on industry, our industry partners. 
 
I was just out at Boeing, I’ll just give you one example out in Los Angeles on the business 
of building satellites.  That’s a pretty sophisticated work force.  So when I jerk the 
throttle around on one-year budgets, and I tell them hey, I think I need this much two to 
three years from now, but I’m not sure because I’m probably going to get a Continuing 
Resolution which means I can’t spend until the last half of the year or when it ends.  And 
that CEO has got to somehow figure out how to sustain a sophisticated work force. 
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So these continuations of one-year budgets wreaks havoc on the Service Chiefs’ ability to 
plan, and it also wreaks havoc on industry that’s trying to sustain a work force.  So that’s 
my wish list.  How do we get to a point where we can actually get a budget that extends 
beyond one year? 
 
DWG:  So would you say that you’re being more cautious in the budget planning then?  
Or are you saying hey, you’re asking for a supplemental, so we’re going to give you 
everything we’ve ever wanted?  How does that -- 
 
General Goldfein:  I’m being pretty cautious.  And I’ll tell you, I don’t want to find 
myself in a position where I’ve made wildly optimistic predictions and then made a 
decision with a strategy of hope, that then results in a bunch of broken programs later 
that then I will be called upon to say why in the world did you make those decisions?  
Why did you get started on that program?  Right?  And the reality is because there was 
an expectation set of a higher top line. 
 
So I think all the Service Chiefs right now are somewhat cautious in terms of where we 
are right now, because while there may be some expectations being set, what we really 
need is a really active, predictive model that we can make decisions against. 
 
DWG:  With the T-X program, obviously a lot of competitors or who were expected to 
compete have dropped out.  I was wondering if you have any thoughts on that.  Were 
you excited to see so many people, so many companies in the program?  What do you 
think it says about the requirements you’re asking for? 
 
General Goldfein:  We tried something new this time, and actually it’s way too early 
to determine how it will end.  I’m still actually pretty optimistic.  What we tried new this 
time is that we really opened up a robust, inclusive dialogue with industry and went 
through a number of draft requests for proposal.  And as you might imagine, every time 
we went out with a draft, we got back from them, as intended, an idea of what they have 
to deliver and what they feel is a reasonable capability.   
 
Then we inserted something new, which again I think has great promise for the future, 
and we might find a template for future acquisition programs like this, which we said 
listen, here’s the threshold.  The threshold being exactly the minimum requirement.  But 
there are those things that we actually value above threshold, and if you are able to 
deliver for a better price point, we will actually give you credit for bringing that in above 
threshold.  Because if you only ask for the threshold, then you only get the minimum.  
Right?  So we had this ongoing dialogue.  We had like 1300 different individual 
recommendations from industry that we worked our way through. 
 
So you can look at that through one of two lenses, right?  If you really like the old way of 
doing business, you probably didn’t like this new way of doing business because it took 
longer.  If you want to have more inclusive dialogue with the customer, you probably 
love this, because every time we went back and forth, you got a better sense of what the 
customer was thinking.  And so it’s not surprising to me along the way that as they got 
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more fidelity on what the customer’s thinking, some of them were able to make 
informed business decisions to say whether they wanted to compete or not.  
 
So actually, I’m not at all surprised that some of them along the way came and said you 
know, what?  Now that we really have a better sense of what the customer’s looking for 
and what the other competitors have, we’re going to make a business decision not to 
jump into this race. 
 
I think actually we could have predicted this coming along the way.  So again, longer 
dialogue up front ends up with a far more informed and better-written RFP and 
business decisions along the way on whether they want to compete.  I think we’re 
probably about where we should be. 
 
DWG:  So just to clarify, then you’re not concerned that there’s a competition now, 
[inaudible] contract? 
 
General Goldfein:  No, I think right now what we have is two competitors who have a 
very good sense of what we’re looking for, and so I’d be concerned right now if I had one 
competitor.  Then I would be sitting back going okay, let’s go back and look at our 
process here.  But as long as we’ve got a competition and it’s a really informed 
competition now as a result of this ongoing dialogue, I think we’re in a pretty good place. 
 
DWG:  Sir, you raised all sorts of interesting issues at the Space Breakfast discussion.  
Hopefully we got it right for the most part.  I’m wondering if you can offer some more 
clarity especially to your Service Chiefs and colleagues about where you’re intending to 
go on this.  Is there a space power grab going on? 
 
General Goldfein:  No. 
 
DWG:  What exactly are you trying to achieve? 
 
General Goldfein:  Well I go back, Colin, to my role as the space coordinating 
authority for Central Command.  And you’ll note that as I described for you, the first 
thing I did was I sat down with my counterparts to ensure I knew what their 
requirements were.  And then as that, to fulfill that responsibility for the Central 
Command Commander, my job was to make sure that we connected their requirements 
-- I’ll give you an example. 
 
So the maritime component commander had a counter-mine mission in the Straits of 
Hormuz and elsewhere across the Arabian Gulf.  There are specific space capabilities 
that he requires to accomplish that mission.  
 
As the space coordinating authority, my job was to understand exactly what those 
requirements were, and what his priorities were.  And then ensure that through 14th Air 
Force and the way we’re organized within the Air Force, to the operational business of 
space, to ensure that 14th Air Force understood what those priorities were, and at my 
headquarters that we were monitoring the key links and the key capabilities he required 
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to accomplish his mission.  So if in fact we ended up having to do mine clearing in the 
Straits of Hormuz, my job was to ensure that we weren’t starting at zero to ensure that 
the capabilities he required were in place, ready to go.   
 
So that’s an operational art level warfare in terms of what the component commander or 
the air component commander is responsible for doing.  Oh, by the way, if you go across 
all of the combatant commanders, what you’ll find is that the air component 
commander is the space coordinating authority. 
 
So now I’m the Chief of Staff and a Joint Chief.  So really, what I’m taking is that same 
level of responsibility, that obligation that I have to the Joint Force, to the next level. 
 
So this is not about any kind of a grab for anything.  This is about an obligation that we 
have as a member of the joint team. 
 
DWG:  But you are effectively talking about everybody did [say] for the joint force being 
trained and equipped by the U.S. Air Force. 
 
General Goldfein:  No, I’m offering that.  There’s a difference. 
 
The reality of the dialogue is when we say the word command and control, sometimes 
the word control gets people a little bit uncomfortable and we have to step back a little 
bit.  
 
Here’s the example I would give you.  In the extreme, I could make the case that says 
hey, when you pull the pin on the grenade and you throw it through the air, it needs to 
be on the ATL.  Right?  That’s crazy.  Just because the fact that the air domain was 
involved does not mean I control it.   
 
But the way I look at the world is there are certain missions that I believe we have an 
obligation to ensure that the joint force has what it needs.  
 
So back to my first hat as the Chief.  Organize, train and equip.  In the space business 
that means I organize, I train, I equip and I present ready space forces to a combatant 
commander to accomplish his mission.  Whether that be General John Hyten in 
STRATCOM or General Joe Votel in Central Command.  The responsibility is the same.  
Organize, train, equip and present ready forces. 
 
Where I was going with the business of organize, train and equip is not, hey listen, I now 
am taking a line grab to, you know, be the one that organizes trains and equips every 
one.  But since I have a preponderance of the force I therefore already have a 
preponderance of the training venues.  So this is me offering up to my fellow soldiers, 
sailors, marines, coast guardsmen who all rely on space to say hey listen, let’s flesh out 
our formations here.  And I’ve already got a training pipeline established, so let’s have a 
dialogue about how we can optimize that.  Again, it’s an obligation.  But no, I’m not 
looking to do any kind of a land grab at all.  For one, it’s inappropriate; and number two, 
it’s not the way I think. 
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DWG:  So effectively you’re offering the other services your training venue? 
 
General Goldfein:  Yeah. 
 
DWG:  Is that all it boils down to? 
 
General Goldfein:  It offers that, but also looking at their training venues.  And 
looking at -- when an airman walks into the room and sits down at a table like this and is 
surrounded by his or her joint team mates, most of the joint team mates don’t really care 
if you’re looking at our uniforms.  Right?  They don’t care what these mean.  They 
actually don’t even know, for the most part.  Here’s what they know.  This is Air Force 
blue, and it’s ADUs, it says U.S. Air Force.  And there’s an expectation -- no different 
than my Marine boss or General Harrigian’s Army boss today in Central Command.  The 
automatic expectation was of course you’re the space coordinator.  You’re an airman.  
That’s what you do. 
 
So I’m just tapping into what I believe is already the expectation that we understand the 
business of space as a joint warfighting domain.  And then looking at what is my 
obligation as a member of the Joint Chiefs?  To ensure that we are fitting out our 
formations with joint experts and operators that understand the business of space.  And 
the more we can do that together, the less seams we create.  Right? 
 
So where this dialogue goes, if this ends up with me being able to open up more 
positions in our pipeline to my fellow Service Chiefs, that kind of training?  All to the 
good.  If this means that I can take my space operators and flesh out their formations 
with more airmen who can bring the capability of space and help with the connective 
tissue, all to the good. 
 
DWG:  General, the Defense Science Board is recommending to the new administration 
that they consider developing new ways to deliver lower yield nuclear warheads 
including, right now we limit them by air, aircraft.  They’re talking about modifying 
warheads on ICBMs and even potentially UAVs.  In response mainly to Russia’s changes 
in doctrine and capabilities. 
 
There are some concerns about this among the arms control communities.  I just wanted 
to see what your views are on that and if you think it’s going to be a big issue in the 
upcoming nuclear modernization debate. 
 
General Goldfein:  I already mentioned that the department and the new team, the 
national security team, is doing a fresh look at many of these areas.  I fully anticipate 
that we will have a Nuclear Posture Review this spring.  And I’m actually eager to have 
that dialogue because it’s time for us to, with any administration, have a fresh look at the 
nuclear enterprise that results in strategic guidance, policy guidance, to the department 
on where the administration wants us to go. 
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So I’m anticipating a much broader dialogue that will include the legs of the triad and 
the understanding of why we built each leg.  Because each leg actually brings the 
different specific attributes that were intended when we built it.  Remember, we didn’t 
build them all at the same time.  We actually came out of World War II with a bomber 
and a bomb, and then we migrated into a missile, and then we migrated into a 
submarine.  These didn’t all happen at once, they happened over time.  And the reason 
we built them was to ensure that within the nuclear deterrent we had three key 
attributes.  We needed to have a responsiveness of the missiles.  That’s the one that 
actually the Commander-in-Chief can get to the quickest and respond the fastest.  The 
missile fields provide a huge cost-imposing strategy on [inaudible] adversaries because 
the number of munitions they would have to [put in] to take out everything is just 
significant.  The bomber leg and munitions they carry is the most flexible arm because 
it’s the one, to your point, that you can call back and you can actually change yield on.  
You can deploy it forward and have deterrent value without actually having to ever 
employ it.  And then the third leg, the submarine, is the most survivable.  Because on 
our worst day as a nation, the expectation is that any potential adversary won’t know 
where they are.  So we’ll always have second launch capability throughout the nuclear 
enterprise.  That’s all bounded by nuclear command and control, which is how we make 
sure that we’re staying connected. 
 
So you asked specifically about the bomber and the bombs. I do believe we’re going to 
have discussions about munitions.  I do believe we’re going to have discussions about 
yield.  I do believe we’re going to have discussions about numbers of munitions 
required.  But I’m also hoping to expand the dialogue into a broader discussion about 
deterrence in the 21st century and what does the nuclear deterrent piece look like when 
you actually step back and look and broaden the dialogue to say when you have 
capabilities in space, when you have capabilities in cyber, when you have capabilities in 
the global commons, and you add that to what you can do relative to the nuclear 
deterrent.  What does deterrence in the 21st Century look like?   
 
DWG:  But in particular, do you have any going-in thoughts about the advisability of 
expanding the ways in which the United States can deliver lower yield nuclear weapons? 
 
General Goldfein:  As long as we maintain the attributes, or we don’t walk away from 
the attributes I just laid out, we’re doing it clear-eyed.  We’re actually stepping back.  So 
as long as we keep those key attributes in place, then I don’t have any issue with having 
a dialogue about numbers and yields. 
 
Because remember, as a Service Chief, my responsibility is to organize, train and equip 
and present ready forces.  So to General John Hyten who is responsible for the nuclear 
mission, I’ve got to present forces to him. 
 
So when we have any dialogue about numbers of munitions, numbers of targets, 
numbers of legs, his voice is as important as any other voice in this dialogue because 
he’s the supported commander.  So I’ve got to make sure before I start talking about 
different ways of doing business, that whatever ways have got to be connected to his 
operational plans, those targets that he is responsible for holding at risk for the 
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Commander-in-Chief, and then if this dialogue fits into his operational mission, we’re 
on solid terms.  
 
DWG:  The bottom line, you’re open to any and all options. 
 
General Goldfein:  Absolutely. 
 
DWG:  Okay. 
 
DWG:  I want to review the bidding on the ISIL campaign.  You’ve been asked at the 
Joint Chiefs to come up with [one] in 30 days.  You’ve dropped about 61,000 munitions 
since August of 2014.  Eight every five minutes, something like that, in Mosul.  What has 
that accomplished to date, with this massive drop in munitions?  And where actually 
could you accelerate the air campaign to where you haven’t so far? 
 
General Goldfein:  If you take a look at the way the campaign has been designed and 
laid out, a huge focus of our effort has been in removing terrain that ISIS can claim as a 
caliphate that they operate in, much like a state.  That claim that they are a state is one 
of their great motivators to recruit forces. 
 
So if you take a look at where we’ve been focused working by, with and through allies 
and partners, Iraq Security Forces, Syrian forces, Peshmerga forces.  If you take a look at 
the forces that we are working by, with and through, we’re working at the pace that they 
are operating at to be able to remove the Caliphate.  Right?   
 
So if you want to take a look first and foremost at what we have accomplished, it’s been 
reduction of their space, physical space that they can operate in. 
 
So as we continue to collapse this Caliphate, then the question becomes, so as the 
campaign matures, what you’ll hear from us I think consistently is there are some things 
that may change relative to what we would advise the Commander-in-Chief.  And I 
won’t go into any operational details of that, as you might imagine, but there are a 
couple of things that won’t change.  One thing that I will tell you that won’t change is the 
fact that we are operating by, with and through allies and partners as part of a coalition.  
Part of a coalition on the ground.  Part of a coalition in the air. 
 
The air component commander, General Harrigian, one of his primary responsibilities, 
among many, is to ensure that that coalition continues to operate in a coordinated 
fashion.  Sixteen nations all contributing air components that are all involved in the 
fight both in Iraq, Syria and in Afghanistan. 
 
DWG:  Well [inaudible] with that, why would you, why haven’t you accelerated the 
campaign to date?  What more can you do?  There’s a couple of areas where you as the 
Joint Chiefs collectively have said we can accelerate.  Would those be areas where you’re 
independent of the pace of the Iraqi forces?  You can basically, the campaign would be 
set by the pace, by the trending of Iraqi forces.  The U.S. can go accelerate in some areas. 
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General Goldfein:  You can.  The challenge that you have with that, Tony, and we’ve 
seen this before, is that when you get out of sync with other elements of national power, 
then the campaign gets out of sync, right?  So if we get out of sync with the Department 
of State and the diplomatic effort, if we get out of sync with USAID and what they’re 
doing to help bring governance and something better than what we removed, right, if we 
get out of sync with that then we end up out of sync as the government.  So this is 
nothing new with a new administration.  We’ve been consistently saying you’ve got to 
keep all the lines of effort aligned going forward.  That is as much of a pacing element of 
the campaign as what’s going on with our allies and partners. 
 
So I think what you’ll see from us is to continually emphasize this needs to be a 
coordinated whole of government campaign as we go forward. 
 
DWG:  So a layman shouldn’t think well the Air Force is going to increase the sorties, 
you’re going to get B-2s an B-52s over there to increase sortie paces, drop more 
ordnance.  Is that possibly one of the issues, or is that the single focus? 
 
General Goldfein:  Only if that fits with the broader campaign and it stays 
synchronized going forward. 
 
I’ve been asked before, you know, what is one of the things you’re most proud of in 
terms of how the Air Force has been conducting this campaign with our joint partners, 
and I’ll tell you, one of the things I’m very proud of is that we have never lost sight of the 
fact that we could erode our values.  And short-term gains that may be accomplished by 
rapid increases in numbers of weapons or numbers of sorties will pale in comparison to 
the long-term costs if we were to step away from how we fight, which is as a nation of 
values.  
 
Those that are critical of the extraordinary efforts we go to every day to prevent civilian 
casualties, perhaps forget that that’s who we are.  And we take very seriously that if we 
don’t create something better on the ground for those that live there after we’re done, 
then I’m not sure we’ve accomplished our long-term objectives, and those long-term 
objectives require a whole of government approach. 
 
What’s going on with USAID is as important if not more important than what we have 
coming from the air.  
 
DWG:  Thank you. 
 
DWG:  I’d like to ask you sort of a bigger picture question on civil military relations.  
Yesterday when President Trump was down at CENTCOM, he referenced in his remarks 
the votes that he believed he’d won in the military community when he was elected 
President.  He said essentially, he sort of sent the signal that he not only supports a 
larger defense, but that he sees the military as the constituency that supports him and 
who he in turn intends to support. 
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Do you think that’s an accurate assessment of the views of the military?  Do you think 
it’s relevant?  And if not, why not?  And do you think that political support of the 
military community for the Commander-in-Chief is even an appropriate subject for 
discussion between senior civilian and senior military officials?  Should it even be raised 
in that kind of context? 
 
General Goldfein:  This is a great opportunity I think for us just to step back and 
remind ourselves and the American people the oath that we take as members of the 
military.  The oath we take and we retake every time we’re either promoted or, is to 
support and defend the constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic.  We actually don’t, by design, we don’t pledge support to any particular 
party or any particular leader.  We pledge our support to support the constitution of the 
United States against all enemies. 
 
So actually, I think this is an opportunity for the American people to reinforce that by 
design, we’re an apolitical military.  It doesn’t align itself with any particular party or 
position. 
 
My responsibility, and when I was going through my confirmation hearing Chairman 
McCain had a series of questions that he asked every nominee going forward, and one of 
the questions he asked, under oath, is will you give your best military advice if it differs 
from where the administration or the Commander-in-Chief is?  And I take very seriously 
my answer which is yes, Chairman, I will. 
 
So we in the military have got to ensure that we understand that best military advice is 
just that.  And the American people who offer up their sons and daughters, the greatest 
treasure in our nation’s arsenal, I would argue -- our young soldiers, airmen, marines -- 
they expect us to speak truth to power and to offer that best military advice, regardless 
of party or regardless of administration. 
 
So I won’t comment on, particularly on the President’s comments, but I’d just share with 
you that’s the way I see my responsibility. 
 
DWG:  Thank you. 
 
DWG:  The B-1s, they have not returned to the fight in Operation Inherent Resolve.  
When do you anticipate them [getting back]?  Was their absence the reason that the B-
2s were necessary for the Libya strikes? 
 
General Goldfein:  No, actually, no connection at all.  First of all, the B-2s were 
chosen because we specifically needed that particular platform for the capabilities that it 
brought to that particular mission.  And that’s no different than the way we do it in every 
mission.  Right?  Here’s the mission we’re given and what is the family of systems 
required.  Because while we think about the Libya strike as a B-2 strike, let’s not forget, 
there were a bunch of tankers that had to get them there, there were all of the 
maintainers that had to get them loaded.  There were all those loaders that had to build 
those weapons and load them.  There’s a family that’s required to be able to get that B-2 
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finally on target.  So the B-2 versus B-1, no connection.  That was the best weapon 
system we had for that mission. 
 
We went back and looked at the bomber force, and the B-52, B-2, B-1, global 
responsibilities, global commitments, relative readiness states of each of the weapon 
systems, and determine that we needed a little bit of relief for the B-1 to be able to get 
them into depo for some modernization that we had deferred because we were using 
them at such a high clip in the fight. 
 
So because the B-52 requires wider runways and wider taxiways, we had to wait until 
some construction was completed on the base where they’re at to actually be able to re-
insert them into the fight.  Once that construction was completed, which was an 
international agreement, then we were able to give some B-1 relief.  Those aircraft were 
in the depot.  We’re getting that modernization.  We have a long-term plan to be able to 
manage the overall force.  So what you’re going to see is the B-1s going back in.  But 
we’re remaining pretty flexible on the timeline of that because now I have more 
flexibility.  I now can put B-52s in theater, I can put B-1s in theater.  Each of them bring 
unique capabilities and attributes, so you’re just going to see a continual rotation of both 
of those weapon systems. 
 
DWG:  On a separate topic, at the AEI in January, you mentioned different ways to 
[relieve] the pilot shortage.  One of those under consideration was the [inaudible] flight 
rule.  I’m wondering, was that specifically to [inaudible] Guard and Reserve units?  And 
is it necessary to raise that limit or to lower that limit? 
 
General Goldfein:  Actually, it really had nothing to do with the Air National Guard.  
This is more of trying to take the dialogue up to 30,000 fee.  Right?  Because most of the 
dialogue tends to be what are you going to do within the Air Force to solve this crisis?  
Right?  And I say well first of all, it’s not just an Air Force crisis.  Everybody who has a 
pilot today is in this game because the reality is, if you look at the numbers, the airlines 
require 3500 pilots every year until 2025.  I produce about 1200 a year. 
 
So what we have is actually a national shortage of pilots to fulfill commercial, business 
and military aviation.  So I want to start the dialogue at a national level with congress to 
say are there some congressional actions that can take place that can help us with our 
supply/demand challenge?  Are there incentives that congress can put in place for those 
who either are or would like to produce pilots?  Universities, flying schools.  Right?  
Because we have a problem.  We have a national challenge.  So congress, is there some 
incentive that can be put in place to get the supply side up? 
 
The 1500 hour discussion is that I think it’s time for us to look at where we’ve gone in 
commercial aviation.  The quality of the aircraft that are coming out on the line right 
now, that young pilots are going to fly, and ask the question nationally.  This is more of 
an airline/FAA discussion, but is 1500 hours, which is currently required, the right 
number?  I think it’s worth a dialogue.  I think there’s a good, my personal sense is that 
it may not be required.   
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So how does that affect me?  Right now if you’ve got to have 1500 hours to go be a 
commercial pilot, I’m a really attractive source.  Right?  So again, if you look at the way 
I’m trying to take this, if I can get the supply level up and if I can get the requirements of 
hours down, then is there a way for us nationally to start building capacity to have folks 
go right from this source into the commercial business without me being the primary 
target.  That’s the dialogue. 
 
So you first have this national dialogue.  And then the next level of dialogue which is all 
right, how do we within the military, and oh by the way, as a global Air Chief, I will tell 
you I’m talking to my international partners because it’s coming to them soon.  These 
numbers, the airlines are going to exhaust their domestic supply of pilots and they’re 
going to start reaching out internationally.  So my international partners are going to 
end up with, I think, companies going to their pilots and saying hey, you know, here’s a 
pretty reasonable salary and quality of life for you to come and be an airline pilot. 
 
I get the question sometimes of how much money do you need in terms of aviation 
bonus?  I’m really appreciative actually, of congress raising the level for us to have some 
more flexibility.  Because if we can remove some financial burdens on a family that’s 
serving, I’m good with that.  I will tell you, there’s not enough money in the Treasury for 
me to buy my way out of this.  I think what’s going to have as much of an impact is to 
improve, increase the quality of service of those that we have in the business. 
 
Pilots who don’t fly, maintainers who don’t maintain, controllers who don’t control 
because they don’t have the tools at their disposal to be the best they can be and 
accomplish the mission we give them, will not stay with the company.  That’s why you 
see we focus so much on readiness. 
 
DWG:  What do you plan to do with the A-10 in the FY18 budget?  Will you request to 
start retiring some? 
 
General Goldfein:  Right now we’re going to keep the A-10s through 2021.  And then 
we’re going to have a dialogue within the department on what the long term plan is. 
 
I will tell you that as a mission, we’re fully committed to close air support.  The 
challenge in the dialogue, and you can help me out with this, but we need to move the 
dialogue in a new direction that starts with an understanding of actually how we do the 
business today in close air support, because the reality is, it’s changed significantly.  And 
it will change significantly in the future if we get this right.  Because this is something 
that we’ve got to continue to think about and ask ourselves the question.  What does the 
future of close air support look like?   
 
So as the air component commander again, in Central Command, we divided 
Afghanistan up into four quadrants.  RC East, RC South, RC West, RC North.  Regional 
command.  And each of those commands actually, if you looked at the terrain, had 
significantly different terrain.  Very mountainous terrain, very flat terrain, rolling hills.  
Each of them had different terrain, and each commander that was responsible for that 
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regional command had a different scheme of maneuver based on what his objectives 
were. 
 
So my job as the air component commander, when we were in a very mature ground 
fight there in ’11 to ’13, was to make sure that I understood the ground force 
commander’s scheme of maneuver and put the right platform with the right attributes 
and the right capabilities over the top.   
 
So if you take a look at what I did during that time frame in Afghanistan, I put MQ-9s up 
in RC East, right?  Because I needed endurance.  Because if something went bad up in 
the mountainous terrain, I needed to get something there very quickly, and I needed to 
have something that could actually get in and amongst right down.  So I would put MQ-
9s there. 
 
In RC South where I had a lot of more rolling terrain, open fields, A-10s were optimized.  
If I had to get to RC North, I’d put B-1s there because they had a long way to go and once 
they got there, they needed to have a long endurance and a significant munitions suite.  
And I had F-16s down in RC [East]. 
 
So the point I’d tell you is that if I’d gone to those ground force commanders and say 
hey, I’ve got an idea.  I’m going to swap out B-1s for A-10s or F-16s, he would have 
rightly looked at me and said why?  They can’t get there fast enough and they don’t have 
enough gas to hold when they’re over the top.  That’s not the attributes I need to be able 
to support the specific fight I’m in. 
 
So we’ll get this right if we can move from a platform discussion to a family of systems 
discussion that says we have everything from B-1s to Apaches, and [High Mars] in the 
Army.  And the job of the air component commander is to knit these together in a way 
that 1+1 always equals 3 or more for the ground force commander. 
 
The longer we have this discussion about A-10, and don’t connect it to how the A-10 fits 
into a family of systems, the more we’re having a 20th century dialogue about close air 
support. 
 
DWG:  Do you have any [inaudible] in the future?  General Mattis [inaudible] that he 
would like to [inaudible] plans? 
 
General Goldfein:  We haven’t had that discussion yet, but we will have it as part of 
this particular budget build.  So as we work our way through ’18 I fully intend to have a 
robust discussion with him and again, as his air component commander there when we 
were doing what I just described, I have a pretty good sense I think of where his head is. 
 
DWG:  First, a clarification.  You said you want to keep the A-10s around through 2021.  
Does that mean you want to begin retiring them in 2021?  Or end retiring them in 2021? 
 
General Goldfein:  So right now what I can commit to you is that we’re going to keep 
them through 2021 and then as a result of the discussion we’ll have with Secretary 
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Mattis and the department, and the review over all of our budgets, that’s what will 
determine the way ahead in terms of the A-10. 
 
DWG:  So don’t retire any of them until at least 2021. 
 
General Goldfein:  That’s right.  And remember, there’s this discussion that we’ll have 
within the department, and then there will be this other, because it happens, which is 
life gets in the way of the perfect plan.  Right?   
 
It’s not bad to step back every once in a while and remember what brought us to the A-
10 debate in the first place?  It was this little thing called sequestration.  That’s what 
brought us to the A-10.  The Air Force had an $8 billion math problem to solve in a 
single year, in 2015.  Because we always plan two years out.  In 2013, we looked at, and if 
you’ve got to solve an $8 billion math problem, the thing that sometimes gets thrown 
up, you know, get rid of your [PA], and stop having conventions, stop buying mechanical 
pencils, you know, the different things.  I mean they don’t add up.  If you’re going to find 
$8 billion, you’ve got to find an entire program and you’ve got to kill it.  That’s the only 
way you can find that kind of money to balance the books. 
 
So we went to the combatant commanders which is what we do as a service -- organize, 
train and equip and present ready forces -- and we said here’s the options we have 
available to you.  We can retire all the KC-10s.  We can retire all the F-15Es.  We can 
retire all the B-1s.  We can retire all the A-10s.  And through the lens of Afghanistan and 
how we, the family of systems approach.  Clearly from a combatant commander 
standpoint they said left with those bad options, because we’re not into the, the good 
ideas are long gone.  Right?  Now we’re trying to look at doing the minimal amount of 
damage to balance the books.  And given those bad options on the table, what’s the least 
bad option? 
 
Well, you get rid of all the B-1s.  There is no other service that presents bomber 
capability than the United States Air Force.  Not a good option, right, against their war 
plans?  
 
There is no other service that presents tanker capability than the United States Air 
Force.  KC-10s?  Not a good option. 
 
There is no replacement for the F-15E in terms of multi, you know, again, back to the 
Afghanistan. 
 
So because there’s a family of systems approach that we can mitigate the A-10, that was 
the decision that was made at the time.  Life got in the way.  2014, the world changed.  
We went back into Iraq.  Russia got active in Crimea.  China got active in the South 
China Sea.  And when your assumptions change, you’ve got to be agile enough to have 
your plan change. 
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So thanks to congress coming up with the balanced budget agreement, we were able to 
step back from the brink and keep the A-10.  And so I appreciate that, but we’re going to 
have to have this continual dialogue going forward. 
 
DWG:  I wanted to ask on a separate subject about, in your [inaudible] point paper you 
talked about a survivable strike weapon, and [inaudible] counter-air as well.  So can you 
talk about, because I haven’t heard of a survivable strike weapon before.  Can you talk 
about what that is and how it fits in with the PCA effort that [inaudible] right now. 
 
General Goldfein:  We did a one-year study, Enterprise Capability Collaboration 
Team, which is a long way of saying we pulled together industry partners, all of our joint 
partners, and looked at what is the future of air superiority in 2030?  And you look at 
different force models, and you actually wargame and fight those.  So the different 
options we looked at was do we need a penetrating capability?  Do we need an attritable 
capability?  Attritable meaning one way.  Cheap, off the shelf, penetrating, capable.  If it 
gets shot down, no biggy.  Right?  Do we need that?  Do we need a standoff capability 
and improve our longer range standoff against this increasing anti-access area denial, 
A2AD, current environment? 
 
You need to know, I’m 100 percent aligned with Admiral Richardson on the OpEd he 
wrote in terms of the way I look at A2AD.  It is not a block of wood.  It is actually Swiss 
cheese and there are holes there.  Always.  And it’s my job, our job, to ensure that we 
understand what those holes are and how we work our way into any environment that 
we need to get into and hold targets at risk. 
 
So we took a look at all of those different force model options, and what we came up 
with at the end was, the most affordable option actually was a hybrid approach with 
both penetrating and standoff.  In those things that penetrate into an A2AD 
environment, that’s where we talk about a penetrating capability going forward.  Right? 
 
So now that we’ve got the results of that study, now we’re going through the research 
and development aspects of this to say okay, what does that need to look like?  And what 
does, what kind of characteristics do I need to build as I build this forward? 
 
You’ll hear me talk a lot about multi-domain command and control.  It’s one of the three 
priorities I’ve set as the Chief going forward in terms of focus areas.  Part of this is a 
dialogue with industry, and a dialogue within the acquisition corps to say, as we look at 
the 21st century and where we believe warfare is going.  It’s time to focus perhaps less on 
the trucks and the cargo and more on the highway they ride on.  Because traditionally, 
we have built weapon systems and procured munitions and sensors that, and then after 
the fact, looked at okay and how do we connect them?  I think we’re going to have to 
reverse our thinking.  
 
In the future, the question is what is the network we’re going to ride on?  And then what 
are the apps and the apertures we’re going to procure to ride on that network?  And 
some of those apps and those apertures roll, walk, steam, fly, and orbit.  It’s only when 
we can actually connect them as a family in this network that we get to the point where 
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we can create multiple dilemmas for an enemy through multiple domains and multiple 
capabilities where 1+1 equals 3 or more.   
 
DWG:  We clearly needed 90 minutes this morning, so my apologies, but we’re going to 
have to finish with Jim. 
 
DWG:  It’s no secret that the Air Force is being used hard, and it’s not just your pilot 
shortage, it’s your maintainers, it’s your weaponeers, it’s your air combat controllers.  
How is morale in the force? 
 
And then as you travel around and talk to these young men and women, what do they 
tell you?  What are they worried about? 
 
General Goldfein:  Thanks, Jim. 
 
What I’ve found is that morale and readiness are inextricably linked.  And where you’ll 
find in the Air Force high readiness, you’ll find relatively high morale.   
 
If you were to walk the ramp today at Bagram, or at Kunsan, you would find morale’s 
pretty high because we, by design, ensure that they’re manned to 100 percent for fight 
tonight responsibilities; that the supervision is forward; and that they’re able to generate 
the kind of air power that we require. 
 
To get that level of readiness forward, we pull that from home bases.  So if you were to 
walk the ramp at Dyess and if you were to walk the ramp at Mountain Home and if you 
walk some of these places where they’re 70 percent manned because they’ve got a 
portion of the force deployed forward, where the manning that stayed at home, much of 
the supervision is actually deployed forward.  And where we’ve taken the parts supplies 
and things that produce readiness because of balancing budgets, has gone forward, 
you’re going to find morale’s the lowest. 
 
So that’s what I hear over and over.  When I look at, again, my responsibility as a Chief, 
there’s quality of service and quality of life.  And I’ve never had someone come back 
from a deployment, felt the quality of life and said, you know, I’ve got to tell you, the 
best thing about that deployment was the chow.  Right?  Or the room.  Right?  They’ll 
eat whatever we put in front of them and they’ll live wherever we put them.  Right?  And 
I’ve got folks that are living right now in conditions all over, right? 
 
What they say when they come back from a deployment is, I was part of something big.  
I was part of a team, a high-powered team of people that had a mission every day, and I 
accomplished something that mattered.  They come back fired up. 
 
So the question for me is, I’ve got to produce that same kind of feeling both deployed 
and based forward, and deployed and based at home, because like I spoke in my opening 
comments, I’ve got folks that re contributing to this fight and the global challenges we 
face right here at home station.  And as a Chief, I’ve got a lot of things I’ve got to worry 
about, but I’ve got one moral obligation that I believe that I have as the Chief, and that is 
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I can never send somebody into harm’s way that is not properly organized, trained, 
equipped, and led, and take care of their families while they’re gone.  That’s my mirror 
check.  That I’ve got to get right.  Everything else, I do the best I can. 
 
So that’s how I look at morale. 
 
Most airmen who join -- no different than soldiers, sailors, marines -- you can ask them 
you know, tell me why you joined.  Ninety-seven percent of today’s Air Force has never 
seen peace because we’ve been at this for 26 years.  So you’ve got to have served for 27 
years to have ever been in the Air Force when you weren’t at war.  So these airmen knew 
exactly what they were getting into when they walked in.  They signed up to join a 
service that was at war, in the fight.  And they know nothing different. 
 
So morale, for them, is giving them the tools they need to be the best they can be and 
contribute in a way that they will remember the rest of their lives.  So that’s the way I 
look at morale.  It’s about quality of service.  That’s what’s going to matter to them. 
 
DWG:  Thank you for coming.  We do appreciate it and we’d love to have you back. 
 
General Goldfein:  Absolutely.  Thank you all. 
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